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More so than ever before, global virtual teams (GVTs) are endemic as an organisational work 
form within international business. Organisations, especially multinational enterprises seek to 
recruit, select, train and develop capable individuals for technology-enabled international roles. 
International business within higher education institutions (HEIs) seeks to contribute talented 
individuals to this pool of talent. Developing students’ intercultural and virtual competences 
with global virtual team (GVT) experiences ready for international workplaces makes 
educational sense. However, measuring development remains fraught, complicated by an 
abundance of models, partially tested measures, ever-evolving digital technology and an 
implicit assumption that all GVT experiences develop intercultural and virtual competences 
similarly. 
This thesis comprises three papers sharing focus on the comparative examination of 
measurement intercultural and virtual competence development in the contexts of GVTs. Paper 
1 presents a systematic review and thematic analysis of intercultural development in the 
measurement of culture-related GVT competences. Paper 2 reviews the research methods and 
design dimensions of GVT studies, in particular research using student samples. Paper 3 details 
an empirical examination of the comparative development of intercultural and virtual 
competence.  
The significance of the contribution is to the interface of international business education 
and international management. The findings of the empirical study, paper 3, reconfigured the 
research trajectory of the thesis. This paper was designed to comparatively examine 
intercultural and virtual competences development in two similar classroom experiences; an 
experiential GVT group project and a GVT business simulation. Using two measures for each, 
students were surveyed pre and post-experience. The intercultural measures were drawn from 
the international business and international education literature, were the cultural intelligence 
scale (CQS) (Van Dyne, Ang & Koh 2009) and Arasaratnam’s (2009) intercultural 
communication competence instrument (ICCI) 10 item short version scale. The CQS has been 
widely deployed. In contrast, Arasaratnam’s (2009) ICCI has been identified as a measure (for 
example, Griffith et al. 2016; Matsumoto & Hwang, 2013; Matveev & Merz, 2014) with less 
usage. Furthermore, these approaches are yet to be compared. The virtual measures, drawn from 
the communication and information science literatures, focus on an individuals’ communication 
 iii
attitude and digital aptitude. Development is evidenced; however, the two similar experiences 
did not develop both forms of competence. While not surprising to confirm that different 
learning experiences are differential in their impact on individuals, it reiterates the need to 
understand development embedded within context where research design and measures are 
integral to this understanding. The findings of this study, which did not quite go as planned, are 
in turn the drivers of papers 1 and 2. These papers both address aspects of context. Together, 
they each offer insights as to how research might now more fully account for the dynamic of 
context. Finally, a future research agenda is advanced. It proffers the continued comparative 
exploration of context and development, questions if intercultural and virtual competences 
develop simultaneously, are a specific form of praxis, and if development is more complicated 
than a linear and stage-like process.  
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 1
Chapter 1: Introduction 
This chapter opens with a descriptive overview of this doctoral thesis, introducing the 
impetus of this study, namely how to measure the development of individuals to perform well 
in the context of global virtual teams (GVTs), an established, increasingly pervasive work 
context. Global leadership within contemporary organisations increasingly relies upon 
technology enabled global teams. As such, from the perspective of international business, these 
forms of working are essential.  
This chapter outlines the contribution of this doctoral study as a whole, and presents the 
thesis structure. The structure comprises seven chapters. Chapter 1 is an introduction, followed 
by a chapter framing of key concepts (Chapter 2). Three chapters, Chapters 3 through 5, each 
comprising a paper representing a distinct, yet interrelated, study ensue. In turn, these chapters 
adopt a structural motif of introduction–paper–chapter discussion. Chapter 6 presents a 
discussion of the collection of papers and is followed by Chapter 7 comprising a reflection 
considering this study as a whole within international business education.  
 
INTERNATIONAL MANAGERS AS GLOBAL LEADERS IN TEAMS - A 
STARTING POINT 
Bird and Medenhall’s (2016, p. 122) quasi-historical account of the evolution of research 
in global leadership within international business outlines the dynamics of globalisation and 
“the accompanying technological improvement in communication and information flows”(p. 
122) predicating a shift in the activities of international managers. They articulate recognition 
of a transformation of managerial practices into ‘greater leadership’ requiring strategic and, 
relationship oriented praxis. This shift “was consistent both with how scholars approached 
managerial behaviors in an international setting as well as the thinking around what cross-
cultural management entailed and the work that international managers performed”(Bird & 
Mendenhall, 2016, p. 122). Working via digital communication technologies, including 
teamwork in global virtual teams (GVTs) is now an accepted norm for contemporary and 
international organisations. The recruitment, selection and development of individuals with 
competencies for engaging in GVTs is of interest to organisations, including multinational 
enterprises (MNEs) and higher education institutions (HEIs). Here, Traylor and Caligiuri (2019, 
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p. 466) proffer that perhaps “unfortunately, universities might not be doing enough to address 
this need” citing the National Association of Colleges and Employers (2018) survey finding 
that  
only 20.7% of employers rate new graduates as proficient in “global and 
multicultural fluency,” while they rate 77% of new graduates as proficient in 
“teamwork and collaboration (Traylor & Caligiuri, 2019, p. 466). 
This heightens to need for HEIs to ensure their students are deriving the greatest possible 
developmental gain from the learning opportunities afforded within study programs. 
Furthermore, that there ideally needs to be alignment and relative understanding of these 
organisational and tertiary spaces.  
Related to this, Bird and Mendenhall (2016) suggest global leadership is contextually 
nuanced, such that human resource (HR) executives should turn their attention to delineating 
contextual nuance in their selection, development, and deployment of global leaders in their 
organizations. They also suggest, “it is common practice to develop global leadership programs 
that tend to be “one-size-fits-all” both in curricula and in scope” (Bird & Mendenhall, 2016, p. 
124) whereby individuals within organisations tend to be trained in the same way for different 
types of global leadership roles. They advance this needs scholarly attention most especially as 
the extant research attests that of the many different types of global leadership contexts some 
competencies are likely to be more salient than others (Bird & Mendenhall, 2016). In turn, this 
requires comprehensive research to construct rigorous global leadership training programs, and 
critically align global assignment with tailored training and development programs and 
pathways for such assignments (Bird and Mendenhall, 2016). 
Within their review, Bird and Mendenhall (2016) describe decades of work oriented to 
understanding “the differing role and competency demands of leading at the global level” (p. 
121), where research embracing differing methodologies, often tending to qualitative study, has 
focused on the study of real managers “in global settings to identify sui generis characteristics 
of global leadership” (p. 121). This body of work (see for example, Bird, Osland & Lane, 2004; 
Jokinen, 2005; Osland, 2008; Osland, Bird & Mendenhall, 2012; Osland, Bird & Oddou, 2012) 
grew, drawing upon “the expatriation and intercultural communication literatures in order to 
provide increased rigor and better understandings of the dynamics of competencies that are 
influential to global leadership effectiveness” (Bird & Mendenhall, 2016, p. 122). Research has 
explored the understanding of global leadership effectiveness via examining the predictive 
power of personality traits and existing global competencies to developing subsequent global 
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leadership skills (e.g. Caligiuri and Tarique, 2009, 2012), global leadership development 
models (e.g. Osland et al., 2013a, 2013b) and the evaluation of ‘best practice’ programs in 
industry (e. g., Pless, Maak & Stahl, 2011). Bird and Mendenhall (2016) also see merit via 
integration and adoption. Integration in the form of drawing of effective competency 
development principles from others fields such as clinical psychology into IB scholarship (for 
an example, see Mendenhall, Arnardottir, Oddou & Burke, 2013). Adoption, as review of how 
these global leadership development findings are impacting curricula and programs in business 
schools (Bird, Lane & Athanassiou, 2014), influencing the developing of global leadership 
competencies in students before they begin their global careers. 
An identifiable stream of scholarship within the global leadership literature of cross-
cultural management is intercultural communication competence (ICC) (Bird & Mendenhall, 
2016). Drawing upon intercultural communication research, this approach gives focus to the 
recognition of the individual’s capabilities as key within the process of engaging. Citing Chen 
and Starosta’s (1996) definition of intercultural communication competence, Bird and 
Mendenhall (2016, p.122) define this competence as the use of effective and appropriate 
communication behaviours to negotiate cultural identities within culturally diverse 
environments listing the skills central to intercultural competence as “mindfulness, cognitive 
flexibility, behavioral flexibility, tolerance of ambiguity and cross-cultural empathy” (p.122). 
Indeed, the connection between ICC and international business appears well established by 
many scholars (Bargiela-Chiappini & Nickerson, 2003; M. Bennett, 2009; Boyacigiller, 
Kleinberg, Phillips, & Sackmann, 2004; Krumm, Terwiel, & Hertel, 2013; Lambert, Myers, & 
Simons, 2000; Maznevski & Athanassiou, 2006; Stier, 2006).  
Cumberland, Herd, Alagaraja and Kerrick (2016) list a variety of approaches are used by 
human resource professionals to develop individuals; the use of self-awareness training 
encompassing mentoring and coaching, didactic training whereby approaches tend to rely on 
information-oriented activities and the gaining of specific skills via experiential or learning by 
doing opportunities and immersion. They suggest that measurement is “not a settled matter” 
(Cumberland et al., 2016, p. 312). While training and development offerings are seen as 
effective; just putting individuals in a culturally diverse team, virtual enabled or otherwise 
is an insufficient condition to guarantee development (Cumberland et al., 2016; Kuchinke 
Ardichvilli & Lokkesmoe, 2014). It is also likely that differential learning (for managers 
and students alike) is the norm advancing the need to tailor any learning offering for maximal 
impact (Caligiuri, 2006. Nurmi and Hinds (2016) add that GVT research has underexplored 
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learning opportunities, illustrating the research opportunity noted in Mortensen and Neeley’s 
(2012) work, presenting GVT engagement as a vehicle for international development. Nurmi 
and Hinds (2016) promote GVT work as beneficial for both organisations and individuals, as it 
develops individuals in a manner akin to expatriate assignment honing via experiential learning, 
managerial skills, communication competence, intercultural skills and improved language 
fluency, positively influencing careers.  
International business scholars are not alone in noting that more diverse, complex and 
new forms of organising continue to emerge (DiStefano & Maznevski, 2000; Zander, 
Mockaitis, & Butler, 2012). Nor that globalisation and technological advances are taken as a 
given, such that virtual communication to facilitate interactions with individuals from culturally 
diverse backgrounds is routine (Haines, Scamell, & Shah, 2018; Jarvenpaa & Leidner, 1998; 
Zander et al., 2012). Chang, Chuang and Chao (2011) highlight that organisation scholars have 
long been interested in how teams organise within international contexts. They cite Snow, Snell, 
Davison, and Hambrick’s (1996) worldwide study of successful transnational teams, 
“examining particularly how such teams are designed and managed to help their firms pursue 
global business strategies” (H. Chang et al., 2011, p. 305). Similarly, drawing upon the oft-cited 
“Society of Human Resource Management (2013) report suggesting that 46% of human 
resource professionals from global organizations engage in some form of virtual teamwork” 
Krumm, Kanthak, Hartman and Hertel (2016, pp. 123-124) assert that globalisation and 
digitalisation continue to influence of work practices and encourage virtual collaboration. They 
suggest that virtual collaboration is a “highly prevalent aspect of work in many organizations 
and across a variety of occupations” (Krumm et al., 2012, pp. 123-124). Furthermore, some 
scholars even attest that “most managers and professional in today’s multinational organisations 
work in two or more virtual teams at the same time” (Jonsen, Maznevski, & Davidson, 2012, 
p. 363). 
 
Global Teams (GTs) & Global Virtual Teams (GVTs) 
Across a range of research domains, the research interest of global teams (GTs), including 
virtual variants, has been evidenced. Both, GTs and GVTs are fundamental work forms that 
routinely cross country boundaries (Gluesing, 2020). Gluesing (2020) proffers that “in the 
twenty-five years or so that scholars have been studying global teams, the research has largely 
focused on how to enhance global team effectiveness and on the factors or processes that 
influence effectiveness” (p. 12). Gluesing (2020) suggests, “a continued interest in global 
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teaming processes (virtuality, technology, leadership, trust)” (p. 13), encompassing ways to 
enhance virtual team success prevails whereby “both virtuality and team cultural diversity and 
their combined effects on global team interactions and on team performance” are still relatively 
under-examined (p. 218). Drawing upon Gibson et al. (2014), Gluesing (2020) summarises this 
research core as comprising 18 virtual team studies (2000–2013) that measured national culture, 
whereby 11 were studies of multiple organisations (qualitative, quantitative, or mixed methods) 
and two were single case studies and the remaining five were experimental laboratory studies. 
Since, 2013, this is now a much-changed research terrain.  
Gluesing (2020), cites Connaughton and Shuffler’s (2007) noteworthy extension of 
culture beyond national cultural differences to encompass “differences that result from ethnic, 
racial, gender, and other demographic characteristics as well as individuals’ group identities 
including multiple team and organisational culture and their emergent and mutable nature” (p. 
8). It is perhaps too a turning point, where the tendency to equate culture as national culture at 
risk of neglecting cultural variation and dynamism, is recognised and questioned. Cultural 
effects in teams are considered multidimensional (Kramer, Shuffler, & Feitosa, 2017) 
presenting at multiple levels. Culture is construed to have both direct and indirect effects on 
team processes (Kirkman, Shapiro, Lu, & McGurrin, 2016) and individuals. Increasingly, 
studies of GT processes have drawn attention to individuals, and to communication and 
collaboration in team processes concerning how individuals adapt to cross-cultural differences 
working in complex and possibly multiple contexts (Gluesing, 2020). Research considering 
GVT performance suggests a need for further research to include the multi-method exploration 
of cultural values and virtuality (Gibson, Huang, Kirkman, & Shapiro, 2014). Here, scholars 
have demonstrated that the intercultural and virtual competence of individuals influences GVT 
performance, which in turn influences firm-level performance (K. Leung, Ang, & Tan, 2014). 
 
INTERNATIONAL EDUCATION (IE) AND INTERNATIONAL BUSINESS 
EDUCATION (IBE) 
Dai, Lu and Liu (2019, p. 3), drawing upon the collective work of Friedman (2005), 
Beldarrain (2006) and Ligorio and Van der Meijden (2008), suggest that “the global world 
increasingly operates across national borders via the forming of global virtual teams (GVTs) 
that engage primarily, possibly solely, through information and communication technologies 
(ICT)” (p. 3). Furthermore, organisations “seek graduates who are prepared for the global (and 
virtual) workplaces” (Dai et al., 2019, p. 3) and this behoves higher education institutions to 
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offer programmes to develop students capable of both cultural adaptation on global assignments 
and virtual collaboration. Here, focus is given to changes in ways of organising work driving a 
shift from traditional approaches reliant on face-to-face interactions to technology enabled 
virtual spaces and the digital or virtual capabilities upon which engagement ensues. 
Across a range of disciplines, educators collectively embrace the idea that future 
graduates need to be prepared to work in global organisations whereby future work roles 
increasingly include capacity to work in virtual (computer-mediated) and culturally diverse 
teams (Crossman & Bordia, 2011). Magnier-Watanabe, Watanabe, Aba and Herring (2017, p. 
270) note that while “the literature on global, virtual team education is scarce” (p. 270), a few 
universities are pursuing this workforce-ready approach. This study, similar to Munkvold and 
Zigurs (2007), is a text-based analysis of student development using multicultural GVT 
experiences in a class-based setting, finds that students name challenges such as technology, 
time difference, mismatch in expectations and cultural differences, and offers general support 
for the usefulness of the experience as a learning opportunity. Related somewhat, Bengoa et al. 
(2018) in a study of multicultural teams suggest quantitative evidence of students benefitting 
from experiential learning in teams, in relation to organisational skills, adaptivity, managing 
stress, persuasiveness, using office tools and developing international business English; 
however, this study did not examine student development within the virtual team context.  
This is a global business imperative that has already been seen to influence higher 
education (Berardo, 2005; Deardorff, 2004; Milhauser & Rahschulte, 2010). Organisations and 
global managers also see the need for both current and future managers to have the right 
competencies, to keep pace with the changing expectations associated with work roles 
encompassing the embedding of working within culturally diverse, geographically dispersed 
groups and work teams (Hunter, White, & Godbey, 2006; Kankanhalli, Tan, & Wei, 2006; 
Lönnblad & Vartiainen, 2012; Minton-Eversole, 2012). Designing teaching and learning 
pertaining to the context of international business within universities and global organisations 
alike is a complex undertaking (Blasco, 2009; Crossman & Bordia, 2011; Milhauser & 
Rahschulte, 2010; Sidle, 2009). It is perhaps axiomatic that this undertaking is supported via 
theoretically grounded frameworks, which measure and support the development of GVT 
competences. Preparing students for work roles within a global context is one of the goals of 
the internationalisation of university programmes (Crossman & Bordia, 2011; Eblen, Mills, & 
Britton, 2004; Volet & Ang, 1998). Numerous scholars describe how universities are turning 
to GVTs as learning contexts to provide more cost-effective, cross-cultural experiences for 
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students (Cleary, Slattery, Flammia, & Minacori, 2019; Flammia, 2014; Gavidia, Mogollón, & 
Baena, 2005; Goold, Augar, & Farmer, 2006; Taras et al., 2013; Zaugg & Davies, 2013). Here, 
some scholars question if a disconnect exists between the competencies that business schools 
teach and those that organisations consider imperative (e.g. Abraham & Karns, 2009; Milhauser 
& Rahschulte, 2010). Furthermore, Milhauser and Rahschulte (2010) draw upon the work of 
Yu, et al.. (2005), and Prestwich and Ho-Kim (2007) to argue that there is a skills gap between 
what is taught by educators and the competence perceived as integral to performance within 
contemporary international business settings. Prestwich and Ho-Kim (2009) suggest further that 
there is an opportunity for educators to align their offerings with the needs of global 
organisations. The key premise is that more students are likely to look for opportunities within 
the global workforce and to seek, because of this realisation, educational programmes that align 
with international business knowledge, skills and capacities (Lefrere, 2007; Milhauser & 
Rahschulte, 2010). Implicit within this premise is the drive for HEIs to meet market needs and 
to be able to demonstrate how their classrooms align with the wants of internationally focused 
organisations (Kedia & Englis, 2011; Milhauser & Rahschulte, 2010; Prestwich & Ho-Kim, 
2007).  
Broadly, in a different field, yet in a similar vein, Jackson (2010, p. 32) characterises the 
“nature and extent of the graduate skills gap in the UK, the US and Australia”, suggesting there 
is an “increasing focus on soft skills” (p. 32). Jackson’s (2010) review of the graduate 
competency literature notes: 
…oral and written communication skills, multifaceted in their nature, are 
consistently ranked as some of the most important in graduates and are suffering 
wide gaps in required and actual performance levels across many countries. 
Interpersonal skills, also deemed important yet deficient worldwide, incorporate 
a number of competency areas yet have very few documented definitions in the 
employability literature (D. Jackson, 2010, p. 53). 
Likewise, Cicekli’s (2013) suggests communication, interpersonal skills and team work 
as fundamental and employer-sought, along with competencies such as those listed within 
Lönnblad and Vartiainen’s (2012, p. 33) discussion of future work competences, namely the 
need for global employees and leaders to possess: 
communication skills, cultural understanding, flexibility, an open mind, a 
capacity to focus on the bigger picture, management skills, the capacity to be 
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present and to use different approaches and to be able to utilise these when 
separated geographically and across time zones (p. 33). 
Describing continuing technological developments as a key driver, Erez et al. (2013, p. 
332), citing Popovich and Neel (2005), suggest that “computer mediated communication has 
taken on increasing importance for business schools” (p. 332). Embracing virtual and blended 
classrooms has been shown to be both effective and popular (Arbaugh et al., 2009; Hwang & 
Arbaugh, 2009). More specifically, Erez et al. (2013) cite research showing this style of 
education to be successful in enhancing students’ management capabilities (Arbaugh & 
Benbunan-Fich, 2007; Benbunan-Fich & Arbaugh, 2006; Daymont & Blau, 2008; Fortune, 
Shifflett, & Sibley, 2006; Friday, Friday-Stroud, Green, & Hill, 2006; Mujtaba & McAtavey, 
2006). Erez et al. (2013) proffer that the prevalence virtual multicultural teams in global 
organisations is such that curricula need to prepare students to cope effectively with the 
associated challenges of the global work context (Montoya-Weiss, Massey, & Song, 2001). 
International business (IB) educators have embraced GVT activities to internationalise and 
develop intercultural and managerial skills (e.g. N. Collins, Chou, Warner, & Rowley, 2017; 
Erez et al., 2013). IB educators have shared experiences and practice of teaching in a range of 
experiential settings (e.g. Gonzalez-Perez, Lynden, & Taras, 2019a; Srivastava, Singh, & Dhir, 
2020) and there has been much written about the nature of these teaching and learning forms, 
their evolution and focus (e.g. E. Alexander & Barnard, 2019; Bleicher, Forrester, Honal, & 
Velinov, 2019; Panina, 2019). Two such established GVT experiential learning classrooms are 
X-Culture (Taras et al., 2013) and the Global Enterprise Experience (GEE) (Cathro, 2020; 
Gilbertson & Cathro, 2015) sharing in common a GVT project as the heart of the engagement. 
Each of these experiential classroom activities share the deployment of GVTs via information 
communication technology (ICT) and similarity in desired learning outcomes. However, they 
differ in team size, structure and leadership of team activity, duration, purpose and evaluated 
product. Even the shared similarity of involving teams with students from different countries 
to work together virtually, upon closer examination becomes quite different given the resulting 
cultural groupings and mix thereof in each GVT.  
Our reliance on virtual communication tethered to the very future of work where this 
work-form continues to fundamentally “change how team members gather, share, exchange 
information, make decisions, and monitor progress” (Jimenez et al., 2017, p. 341). Jimenez et 
al. (2017) remind that the shift in changing global work practices is equally reflected in 
management education approaches, noting that experiential student learning projects are 
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increasing, and could be considered an essential requirement in today's management education 
(e.g. Taras et al., 2013). Scholars suggest that, while much is known of the advantages and 
challenges associated with this ubiquitous work-form, continual change with digital 
technologies shifts the praxis of individuals and firms alike (e.g. Jimenez et al., 2017; Parrott, 
2019; Pereira, Malik, Howe-Walsh, Munjal, & Hirekhan, 2017; Velez-Calle et al., 2020), which 
in turn necessitates ongoing consideration. Recently, Zwerg-Villegas and Martínez-Díaz (2016) 
suggest that experiential learning with GVTs develops both intercultural and virtual 
competencies, noting, however, that challenges continue to present regarding the measurement 
of these competences. The quest to qualify the nature of development resulting from learning 
in classrooms for teaching programmes and cross-cultural training for individuals continues. 
So too does the measurement conundrum of how to best measure both intercultural and virtual 
communication competencies when there are so many instruments to choose among (Deardorff, 
2009, 2015; Fantini, 2009). Moreover, how do results of one learning context compare with 
another, and does learning transfer across a range of virtual contexts, across both work and 
undergraduate classroom experiences? IB educators and intercultural educators alike have 
adopted a range of learning approaches to develop intercultural understanding (e.g. Deardorff, 
2009; Deardorff & Arasaratnam-Smith, 2017; K. Leung et al., 2014), yet the efficacy of these 
approaches remains less known, both comparatively and in terms of developmental shifts within 
individuals.  
 
Intercultural and virtual competences  
Research examining the concepts of intercultural competence (IC), intercultural 
communication competence (ICC), cultural intelligence (CQ) and cross-cultural 
communication competence (3C) appears ongoing. For example, Morley and Cerdin’s (2010) 
editorial comment in the  special issue in intercultural competence by the Journal of Managerial 
Psychology stresses the importance of intercultural competence for individuals engaging in 
international business. However, in the same editorial, they present the counterpoint that the 
development of intercultural competence measures for individuals and, in turn, for 
organisations remains uncertain, furthermore that “its resultant impact is, at best somewhat 
variable” (Morley & Cerdin, 2010, p. 805).  
ICC models and definitions vary in their complexity and coherence about intercultural 
competence. Lieberman and Gamst’s (2015, p. 17) reflection on 25 years of ICC research 
describes a “voluminous growth in depth, breadth and inter-disciplinarity of research in this 
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field” (p. 17). Others similarly observe that, while much has been achieved (Kealey, 2015) and 
with meaningful impact (Ruben, 2015), much more synthesis and research is required (Collier, 
2015; Kealey, 2015; Koester & Lustig, 2015; K. Leung et al., 2014; Ruben, 2015). Some further 
suggest that models suffer from a Eurocentric bias (Kupka, Everett, & Wildermuth, 2007; 
Miike, 2003) and are hence increasingly questioned (X. Dai & Weng, 2016). Moreover, what 
has been termed ‘intercultural communication competence’ (ICC) by some (Arasaratnam, 
2006, 2009; Fantini, 2009; Kupka, 2008; L.  Sercu, 2010) has seemingly been named cultural 
intelligence (CQ) by others (e.g. Ang & Van Dyne, 2015) and more recently as cross-cultural 
competence (3C) (e.g. C.-Y. Chiu, Lonner, Matsumoto, & Ward, 2013; Gabrenya, Moukarzel, 
Pomerance, & Griffith, 2011). ‘Intercultural’ now captures differing national backgrounds as 
well as regional, ethnic, organisational, occupational and relational aspects (Ruben, 2015). 
Schnabel (2015, p. 13) notes that “an individual might have multiple origins, cross-cultural 
connections, and social-economic backgrounds” (p. 13). Collectively, this suggests merit in 
further research to clarify what is meant by the terms ‘culture’, ‘intercultural communication’ 
and ‘competence’ (Collier, 2015; Deardorff, 2011; Fantini, 2009) in this context, to draw 
together conceptual frameworks and verify measures developed to date (Fantini & Tirmizi, 
2006). This view is supported by Binder’s (2018) examination of students’ intercultural 
competence, and the role of self-reflection, peer learning and multimethod assessment. Binder’s 
(2018) longitudinal study is a comparative and qualitative course evaluation of development 
via experiential workshops.  
Broadly, virtual communication competences are the communication skills required by 
those working in a virtual team (Berry, 2011; Hertel, Geister, & Konradt, 2005; Hertel, Konradt, 
& Voss, 2006; Lohikoski & Haapasalo, 2013). Over the past two decades, these context-located 
skills have been referred to by a range of terms, such ‘as computer mediated communication’ 
(CMC) (Spitzberg, 2006) and ‘digital literacy’ (Bunz, 2004), in both the management 
communication and information communication technology literatures. In 2006, Spitzberg 
(2006, p. 651) described research on CMCC as “nascent” (p. 651), noting that it was emerging 
(e.g. Caplan, 2002; D’Ambra & Rice, 2001; Gaudron & Vignoli, 2002; T. Richter, Naumann, 
& Groeben, 2000). At the same time, Bunz (2006) suggests that, while there is an abundance 
of research examining computer literacy and expertise, there are very few instruments that have 
been able to keep pace with the rapid changes in technology. More recently, researchers have 
continued to call for research to address the nature and assessment of this competence (e.g. 
Ferrari, Punie, & Redecker, 2012; Krumm, Hertel, Bakker, & Derks, 2012; Spitzberg, 2006; 
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Wrench & Punyanunt-Carter, 2007). Wang and Haggerty (2011) suggest that competence is not 
a static trait of individuals; rather, it varies contextually and likely comprises cross-cultural 
knowledge and skills. They also proffer considering virtual contexts, as cross-cultural 
interactions further enrich our understanding of virtual collaboration competences. Both Wang 
and Haggerty (2011) and Chen, Sager, Corbitt and Gardiner (2008) suggest that virtual work 
likely requires additional skillsets, tailored training and development programmes reliant upon 
a needs assessment and fundamentally the measurement of development. This in turn means 
that managers need measures “to gauge employees’ capabilities in virtual work, identify 
weaknesses, and develop training plans accordingly” (Y. Wang & Haggerty, 2011, p. 323). 
Students entering tertiary classrooms possibly already have virtual technology communication 
competences; do they need to be actively taught virtual skills? They have been described as 
uber-competent digital natives (S. Bennett, Maton, & Kervin, 2008; Helsper & Eynon, 2010; 
Palfrey & Gasser, 2011; Palfrey, Gasser, Maclay, & Beger, 2011) and if this is the case then 
does GVT experience hone these competences?  
So while scholars recognise the salience of intercultural communication competence 
(ICC) in GVT performance, and virtual collaboration experiences are being used by tertiary 
educators to develop ICC and virtual competences in graduates (Çiftçi, 2016), and prime 
students for likely future work contexts. Within GVTS, what remains less understood is the 
nature of these intercultural and virtual competences, including how each might be developed. 
Individuals working in teams each bring to the group an array of knowledge, skills and attributes 
that influence the group experience and, ultimately, performance. Research articulating what 
constitutes ICC development, how it configures in the context of virtual teaming, and how it is 
measured and fostered remains partially understood (Spitzberg, 2015; Spitzberg & Changnon, 
2009). Collectively, suggest work that continues to address conceptual clarity (Ang et al., 2007; 
Deardorff, 2004), situates ICC relative to other concepts (Kealey, 2015), examines context (K. 
Leung et al., 2014) provisioning further the comparative exploration of theoretical models and 
measurement instruments of ICC is of merit. Furthermore, understanding the development of 
virtual ICC is opportune (Spitzberg, 2015). Here, while research has identified positive 
relationships between GVT performance and both intercultural and virtual competencies, the 
understanding of this research domain remains challenged by an abundance of ICC models with 
many ICC measures yet to be fully tested (Fantini & Tirmizi, 2006; Spitzberg & Changnon, 
2009). There are also research gaps surrounding the nature of the development of ICC from the 
perspective of individual experiences, groups and organisations (Deardorff, 2015).  
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PURPOSES OF THIS STUDY 
The key points underpinning this doctoral study as a point of origin are as follows. First, 
organisations increasingly wish to recruit, select and may need to develop individuals 
competent for international roles that likely comprise engagement within technology-enabled 
teams. Second, to be able to address question if HEIs are meeting the needs of international 
business developing students sufficiently ready for global roles requires the capacity to assess 
this development. Third, that research interest in this is multidisciplinary and extensive within 
each discipline; furthermore, that international business study often draws upon research from 
other disciplines. Finally, the development of intercultural and virtual competences is 
anticipated as resulting from experiential learning within GVTs however, development remains 
poorly understood, and empirical measurement capturing development would benefit from 
further study. While extensive research has been undertaken, questions pertaining to research 
design, measurement and the impact of experiential learning upon the development of these 
competences persist. In addition, so the overarching ‘inquiry mindset’ anchoring each paper 
comprising this study draws from ‘How might international business educators develop global 
skills for international business in today’s technology enabled classroom? Furthermore, what 
would development look like?’ Answering these questions from the classroom context in turn 
might enhance comparative understanding and alignment of organisational and higher 
education research using experiential learning to develop individuals. 
The initial scoping and design of this research was in the form of a mixed methods study 
of the development of intercultural and virtual communication competences in the context of 
GVTs. The aim was a comparative study examining the development of student competences 
(intercultural and virtual), whereby contribution was made via synthesis and comparative 
evaluation of measure performance. The comparative aspects encompassed consideration of 
differing measures for virtual and intercultural competences along with consideration of two 
differing GVT contexts, with research findings giving focus to the development and nature of 
virtual and intercultural communication competences. The size limitations of thesis, the goal of 
research publications and the magnitude of work undertaken in the form of synthesis has led to 
a reconfiguration of this study framed as three papers. The morphing and evolution of this study 
to a trio of connected papers provides a boundary and renders the project discrete and doable 
within the timeframe of a doctoral programme. These papers are two literature reviews (Papers 
1 and 2, Chapters 3 and 4) and an empirical study (Paper 3, Chapter 5). The initial qualitative 
component is now earmarked as postdoctoral study.  
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RELEVANCE, SCOPE AND CONTRIBUTION 
This thesis is the formal write-up by research papers. It comprises three distinct, connected 
journal papers. The connection, captured in the title of this work, is comparative. Papers 1 and 
2 respond to calls made to synthesise and develop understandings in intercultural 
communication competence and global virtual team research. In Paper 1, this thesis contributes 
to the literature by synthesis and review of the intercultural, multicultural and cross-cultural 
competence research with a specific lens of measurement. In contrast, Paper 2 examines the 
GVT and VT literature with a focus on research method and design dimensions, exploring if 
our understanding of GVTs is solely rooted in knowledge of student teams. Together, these two 
papers contribute to the empirical study by informing understanding of measures of ICC and 
CQ in GVT competence development. Paper 3 adds to understanding of the development of 
intercultural and virtual communication competences in GVTs in higher education 
undergraduate classrooms. As a collective work, this thesis helps educators construe 
undergraduate GVT development via a focus on measurement. Furthermore, this understanding 
extends to cross-cultural training in global organisations for the development of individuals for 
GVT work by international human resource managers. These findings may have practical 
implications for those teaching in higher education in the fields of international business and 
managerial practitioners, and consultants in the fields of international human resource talent 
management. IB educators increasingly need to be able to demonstrate and characterise learning 
efficacy to both students and institutions alike. These papers offer insights to the graduate 
employability conversation, which, in turn, may offer benefit to a variety of stakeholders, 
including governments, industry, organisations, individuals and higher education institutes 
(Jackson, 2010). These findings may also influence the development of team members for GVT 
assignment by qualifying the GVT training investment, and influence the selection of 
individuals for international assignment and for those working virtually. 
THESIS OUTLINE 
This work is structured as seven chapters. Chapters 1 and 2 are the opening chapters. This 
introductory chapter has summarised the research space of the thesis as a whole and the 
contribution of each study. Chapter 2 covers definitions and further delimits discussion of GVTs 
encompassing the development of GVT capacities within the context of intercultural education. 
Broadly, Chapters 3, 4 and 5 share a structural motif. Each chapter is a paper comprising a 
chapter introduction, to set the stage for the paper that follows, and a chapter discussion to 
summarise the implications of the paper, interweave additional literature that is more recent and 
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set the stage for the next paper-based chapter that follows. The empirical paper comprising 
chapter 5 was the first written, and is the thesis origin. The findings of this study lead to papers 
1 and paper 2 in turn. The chapter introductions and discussions offer focus and connection 
between the papers and bridge the interspace between the resulting paper and the research 
process of each paper. 
Chapter 3 presents a literature review exploring intercultural communication competence 
and related terms, contrasting definitions, models and measures. It contributes to this study with 
a review paper examining measurement. This comparative review is intentionally broad to 
consider the abundance of continuing study across numerous research disciplines. Paper 1 
differentiates itself by being very broad across research disciplines focusing on measuring 
development if intercultural competences. It is relevant to international business in that it ‘takes 
stock of where other research disciplines are at’ concerning measurement. It identifies research 
yet to be considered which might be insightful to IB scholars and the quest to develop context 
specific measures of competence that more fully account for context. Chapter 4 presents a 
second literature review of the research method dimensions of virtual team and global virtual 
team research studies. It offers more fine-grained context data drawing attention to the use of 
students. It finds that while student teams are prevalent so too is data derived from real 
organisational settings and that context is crucial to understanding. Both for the comparison of 
student learning across experiences and reconciling student based understandings with 
organisational-based knowledge. That currently, often team composition information is less 
captured than it might be and that there is very little accounting for contextual elements such as 
team task, duration, team size and membership shifts. That while recent GVT studies have 
certainly deployed more sophistication, there has been little consistency in fully capturing the 
complexity and nuances of context. Furthermore, the great research design and context clarity 
would allow better alignment of student studies as proxy for global contexts such that this work 
might extend knowledge of GVT understanding with greater applicability to MNEs and vice 
versa. Paper 3, the empirical paper, ‘Developing intercultural and virtual communication 
competences’, presented in Chapter 5, comparatively explores the development of virtual and 
intercultural communication competences in GVTs in two tertiary courses. In many ways, paper 
3 is the pivot point of this doctoral study. It was designed to comprise empirical and 
comparative examination, not previously undertaken contrasting the development of 
intercultural and virtual competences each via two measures, using pre and post survey of 
students in two similar development contexts – an experiential GVT learning project and a GVT 
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business simulation. The two intercultural measures were Arasaratnam’s (2009) Intercultural 
Communication Competence 10 item measure and cultural intelligence scale (CQS) 
development by Ang and others (2006), where the COS measure has received more study than 
the other and neither have seemingly been compared. The two measures for virtual competences 
were Ledbetters (2006) measurement of online communication attitude (MOCA) and Van 
Deursen, Eynon and Helsper’s (2015) internet skills scale (ISS). The findings from this study, 
which did not quite go as planned, became drivers for papers 1 and 2 respectively. The 
expectation was that both intercultural and virtual competence development would be 
evidenced and especially so for the GVT project team experience. The findings show that there 
is some significant support for GVT experience developing both intercultural and virtual 
competences and that development was different depending on context. Chapter 6 presents the 
discussion of the three papers the three related reflections that emerge. Chapter 7 concludes 
framing these collective findings within the context of teaching international business via GVT 
experiences to develop undergraduate talent for intercultural and virtual work contexts 
summarises the significance of the contribution of this thesis. 
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Chapter 2: Intercultural learning and 
international business education -
Additional delimitations and 
definitions  
This chapter considers intercultural learning (IL) and international business education 
(IBE). In particular, it syntheses recent publications that give shape to the recent trends of 
global, international and intercultural research in higher education and considers the role of 
experiential learning within international business education. Collectively, this research thread 
draws focus to the merits of being able to measure individuals’ development of competences as 
well as the value of understanding this learning and teaching context from the perspectives of 
students, teachers and higher education institutions (HEIs).  
It then outlines GVTs as experiential learning contexts for the development of individuals 
where measuring development is challenged by incomplete understandings of context, culture 
and the changing nature of digital technologies. Here, the sheer volume of measures is 
problematic. This chapter closes with consideration of research methods offering a summary 
position that exploring measures of intercultural and virtual competences might include 
synthesis as well as empirical examination of measurement within the GVT context.  
GVTs remain relevant. Globalisation is a given and technological advance is such that 
internet connectivity to facilitate international business (IB) with individuals from culturally 
diverse backgrounds is routine and no longer the work domain of expatriates (Barrientos, 2010; 
Jarvenpaa & Leidner, 1998; Ruben, 2015; Schnabel, 2015; Zander et al., 2012). In particular, 
IB educators, along with foreign language educators (FLE) and other scholars focussing on 
global teams, leadership and project management (across numerous fields) have embraced 
experiential learning and recognised GVTs as opportune learning environments (e.g. Gonzalez-
Perez, Lynden, & Taras, 2019b; Gonzalez-Perez & Taras, 2015; Taras & Gonzalez-Perez, 
2015). Yet, while a rationale of seeking to develop an individual’s intercultural and virtual skills 
thus enabling GVT performance is not particularly contentious, evidencing the nature of such 
learning remains somewhat elusive. Precisely how to measure an individual’s intercultural and 
virtual competences remains complicated. Over a decade ago, Trompenaars and Woolliams 
(2009) suggested, “one might conjecture that there is already a bountiful supply of diagnostic 
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instruments to determine individual or company-based cross-cultural profiles and competence”, 
however,  that measures vary “in claims of degrees of (statistical) ’reliability’, but this is not 
the same as them being ‘valid’… [furthermore] critical examination of established models 
reveals a plethora of deficiencies” (p. 440). Moreover, while a clear definition of intercultural 
competence as the ability to communicate effectively and appropriately with people of other 
cultures is afforded by many in everyday terms, scholarship in this interdisciplinary domain is 
overwhelmingly complicated (Deardorff, 2015; Delise, Allen, Brooks, Rentsch, & Steele-
Johnson, 2010; Fantini & Tirmizi, 2006; Kealey, 2015; M. J. Morley & Cerdin, 2010; Rathje, 
2007; Ruben, 2015). 
What do students learn in GVT experiences, and do these experiences develop 
intercultural and virtual communication competence? Are GVT experiences developing the 
same skills uniformly and how might educators further support GVT learning? Is development 
sequential or simultaneous for learning pertaining to cultural understandings, technology, 
collaboration skills, project management and leadership? What knowledge and understanding 
should be given greater teaching precedence? Furthermore, understanding of an individual’s 
virtual intercultural competence remains elusive (Spitzberg, 2006, 2011), likely influenced by 
the incredible velocity associated with the emergence and diffusion of communication 
technologies scaffolding the interaction of individuals engaging in GVTs (Hu & Fan, 2011; 
Olaniran, 2008; C. P. Scott & Wildman, 2015). 
 
Global, International and Intercultural (GII) competences and the role of Experiential 
Learning (EL) in International Business (IB) 
Global, international and intercultural competences are an increasing focal point within 
international education via the transformation and  internationalisation of the curriculum (IoC) 
including  internationalisation at home (IaH) via the introduction of  global citizenship, 
intercultural competencies and global perspectives into the learning experiences and outcomes 
of students in higher education (Killick, 2020). Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) as 
organisations recognise that they increasingly act as global organisations, contribute   to a pool 
of global talent where work roles ate home and a far require globally capable students and  that 
to remain competitive as institutions they need to be able to demonstrate their role in developing 
individuals who fit organisational needs (Killick, 2020). Assessing the success of the wide 
range of strategies deployed to internationalise curriculum rests upon the interrogation and the 
measuring of the achievement of learning outcomes(Killick, 2020, p. 32). Whereby “infusing 
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global perspectives into the curriculum is arguably the most important element of 
internationalizing student learning” and “also possibly the most challenging goal for an 
institution to reach; and even more challenging to continually assess” (Islam & Stamps, 2020, 
pp. 71-72). Moreover, achieving this goal requires agreement regarding these global learning 
outcomes and assessment measures. Discussion of classroom practices used to cultivate 
university students’ GII abilities (p. 36) reiterates that further research to strengthen GII 
classroom learning is needed (Krebs, 2020). This focus has seen interrogation of classroom 
pedagogies to develop ICC (M Bennett, 1986; Byram, 1997; Deardorff, 2006; Fantini & 
Tirmizi, 2006; King & Baxter Magolda, 2005) and questions “if the results of internationalized 
teaching efforts are impactful and long-lasting?” (Krebs, 2020, p. 36). Here, Islam and Stamps 
(2020) offer the view that intercultural competence highlights “a connection between 
individual-level outcomes and institutional level outcomes in terms of skill development 
(Deardorff, 2006)” (Islam and Stamps, 2020, p. 73).  
Mudiamu (2020) also contends that internationalisation of the curriculum efforts, 
especially via internationalising at home (IaH) via GVTs, is one viable solution. Mudiamu 
(2020) extolls the recognised need for students to be able to practise intercultural 
communication and problem solving virtually and collaboratively, and that “global competency 
is both skill and attitude which must be cultivated as part of a university education” (p. 5). 
However,  Mudiamu (2020) sees that the challenge faced by universities is to provide learning 
experiences to the large numbers of students who are unable to participate in education abroad 
options whereby  “collaborative online international learning (COIL) and the use of GVTs are 
curriculum innovations to enhance internationalization. COIL is also known as 
telecollaboration or virtual exchange (O'Dowd, 2018) encompasses multiple technologies and 
likely involves both virtual individual interactions and virtual team exchanges to develop cross 
cultural awareness (Mudiamu, 2020; Rubin, 2017), and has been long been recognised as a part 
of IaH (Beelen & Jones, 2015; Mudiamu, 2020). Smith-Isabell & Rubaii (2020) suggest the 
“accountability for educational quality is increasingly based on measuring whether students 
have the knowledge and skills promised to them by their educational institutions and programs, 
as well as measures of whether the education is contributing to broader societal goals (Billing, 
2004; M. Martin & Stella, 2007)” (p. 3). Here, the assessment of internationalisation as it relates 
to the development of GII competencies (Soria & Troisi, 2014) has yet to receive research 
attention and that “assessing cultural competencies remains among the most challenging tasks, 
and programs continue to struggle to define, measure, and assess intercultural competencies 
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(Rubaii and Calarusse, 2014)” (Smith-Isabell & Rubaii, 2020, p. 3). They conclude that “in an 
environment in which GII competencies are expected to play an increasingly important role in 
student success upon graduation, measuring the quality of internationalization efforts deserves 
greater attention from scholars and quality assurance professional” (Smith-Isabell & Rubaii, 
2020, p. 4).  
Recently, too, several scholars have written texts that serve as guides for developing GII 
learning (e.g. Deardorff & Arasaratnam-Smith, 2017; E. Jones & Killick, 2013; Killick, 2017) 
and have also framed assessment (e.g. Deardorff, 2009, 2016; Deardorff & Arasaratnam-Smith, 
2017). Assessment methods used by educators have included “end-of-course customized 
surveys, observation of students in group discussion, analysis of video diaries, commercially 
prepared intercultural learning instruments given pre- and post-course, examination of writing 
assignments, reflective essays, or journals, and interviews with students individually or in focus 
groups” (Krebs, 2020, p. 46). 
Krebs (2020) also notes that a weakness of studies is that they are often short on details 
and tend to be reliant upon student self-reports and a sense of their own sense of intercultural 
growth. Here Krebs, (2020, p. 46) cites Daly et al.’s (2015) finding using end-of-term Likert 
scale surveys, “that students in the intervention group self-reported statistically significant 
greater awareness and understanding of cultural diversity than students in a control group with 
no GII learning intervention by a small to medium size effect” (p. 46). Krebs (2020) suggests 
some use multiple assessment tools, while others deployed commercially prepared 
measurement instruments pre- and post-course, observing overall improvements but not 
necessarily in all of the sub scores (Krebs, 2020 citing Binder, 2018; Elnashar et al., 2017; Feng, 
2016). Citing Arasaratnam-Smith (2017), Krebs (2020) adds that scholarship about intercultural 
competence in different disciplines remains siloed with little cross-referencing, and tends to 
“perpetuate an isolationist mentality in that they consider individual units of teaching and 
learning separately from the full flow of a curriculum” (p. 46). Likewise, the transferability of 
learning is yet unknown, and “it seems that learning about intercultural communication 
cognitively may not be enough for students to apply the knowledge to real life situations” 
(Krebs, 2020, p. 41). Furthermore, just increasing the multicultural composition and diversity 
of group members does not guarantee GII learning (Krebs, 2020, citing Volet and Ang, 1998). 
IBE – Experiential learning 
Evidence supporting experiential learning and a theoretical basis for a pedagogy of using GVTs 
in business education to develop students is not new (e.g. Chavan, 2011; Gonzalez-Perez et al., 
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2019a; A. Y. Kolb & Kolb, 2005; D. A. Kolb, 2014; Kosnik, Tingle, & Blanton III, 2013), and 
yet the development of students in regard to their intercultural and virtual competences in GVTs 
remains under-researched. Perry and Southwell (2011) suggest, “the degree to which 
intercultural competence can be developed via digital technologies has not yet been examined 
thoroughly” (p. 459). Recent research exceptions would be the research conducted within the 
X-culture experience (e.g. Taras et al., 2013; Zwerg-Villagres & Martinez-Diaz, 2016) and 
perhaps, albeit to a lesser degree, the Global Enterprise Experience (Cathro, 2018; Cathro, 
O'Kane, & Gilbertson, 2014; Gilbertson & Cathro, 2014; Velez-Calle et al., 2020). Valez-Calles 
et al. (2020) proffer:  
As corporations increasingly use GVTs, and as business schools use them as 
teaching tools through experiential learning simulations, such as the global 
enterprise experience (GEE) (Gilbertson and Cathro, 2014; Gonzalez-Perez 
et al., 2014; Zettinig et al., 2014) and the X-Culture project (Taras and 
Ordeñana, 2014; Taras et al., 2013), it is of paramount importance to explore 
and understand the complex internal processes that drive the effective 
functioning of such teams. Effective resolution of challenges faced by GVTs 
is vital to their success and to the success of the larger context to which they 
belong (Gilson et al., 2015) (p. 260).  
Dai et al. (2019), citing Beldarrain (2006), suggest that graduates need to be prepared for 
global workplaces and capable of virtual teamwork, but what specifically does this mean? 
Furthermore, how do you measure it? Dai et al. (2018) also note that this encourages  the 
use of GVTs as a situated learning environment, yet, much remains unknown in terms of 
how “this learning experience enhances or constrains their developments” (Dai et al., 
2019, p. 3). Robust understanding of challenges faced by students as individuals within 
teams might enhance classroom-learning strategies  and necessitates the investigation of 
actual skillsets rather than assumed skillsets (Dai, et al., 2019). Here, too, a counter 
position presents with some research suggesting student GVT performance is most 
influenced by computer self-efficacy (Cogliser et al., 2013; Cogliser, Gardner, Gavin, & 
Broberg, 2012), more so than intercultural or other skills.  
 
GVTs as bespoke learning contexts 
Educators within international business, engineering and information science, and foreign 
language classrooms have for many years embraced VTs and GVTs as bespoke learning 
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opportunities for authentic approximations of organisational ways of working (e.g. Blasco, 
2009; Erez et al., 2013; Gilbertson & Cathro, 2014; Goold et al., 2006; Taras & Gonzalez-
Perez, 2015). Learning as experience has been long been recognised (Taras & Gonzalez-Perez, 
2015). Virtual or online collaborative learning contexts offer experiences that encompass both 
domestic and international contexts with individuals of diverse backgrounds and a continuum 
of technology forms comprising these interactions. They have been heralded as an ideal learning 
context for the demands of today’s world on FL learners with its promotion of language skills 
development, ICC and multiple literacies (Avgousti, 2018; Guth & Helm, 2010; Helm & Guth, 
2016; O’Dowd, 2011). Avgousti (2018) suggests, “the past 20 years have seen increasingly 
rapid advances in the contribution of interactive technologies to learning and teaching in 
traditional classrooms” (p. 820) and that the significance of multimodal communicative 
competence (MCC) on the success or failure of a tele-collaborative project and its 
interdependence with intercultural communicative competence (ICC) has already been 
established.  
It has been noted for some time that “group collaboration is a complex matter, with or 
without electronic technology and the diverse nature of global teams accentuates the issue of 
cultural difference” (Zakaria et al., 2004, p. 25). A level of uncertainty remains when it comes 
to optimal team composition and configuration (Jonsen et al., 2012). Jonsen et al. (2012) 
specifically question of what kind of interpersonal skills individuals need, especially given that 
the nature of interpersonal interaction is inherently unpredictable and even more so in the case 
of GVTs. Members of a GVT are required to communicate attentively, matching technology to 
process (Webster & Wong, 2008). Better or more effective use of technology and more frequent 
engagement is required, especially when activities of the GVT require greater interdependence 
between members of the group (Jonsen et al., 2012). How teams use technology is contingent 
upon context, where much remains partially known (Malhotra & Majchrzak, 2014). The 
specific context of GVT interactions, team performance and the team’s adoption and use of 
virtual technologies has been a focal point (Malhotra & Majchrzak, 2004), but questions remain. 
Do teams need a cluster of skills, or is every individual required to be virtually competent? Is 
this competence technical or attitudinal or both? If individuals need digital capacities then how 
do we measure these skills? 
 DEFINING CONTEXT, CULTURE AND COMPETENCE WITHIN GVTS 
Context comprises numerous facets. Ladegaard and Jenks (2015) describe, “work as no 
longer confined to a single space” and as “constantly changing and evolving, creating new and 
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emerging communicative contexts” (p. 2). Within the study of GVTs, a range of approaches 
has been used to account for culture. Some scholars have looked to Hofstede’s cultural values 
(e.g. Hofstede, 1980; Mockaitis, Rose & Zettinig, 2012); others have embraced Hall’s 
theorising as culture as communication and communication as culture (e.g. Hall, 1959, 1976; 
Kittler, Rygl & Mackinnon, 2011; Zakaria, 2017). Mockaitis et al. (2012) suggest that an 
individual’s tendency to align with either individualism or collectivism likely influences their 
cooperative behaviours in groups, group performance and evaluations of their group 
experiences. Citing Kirkman et al. (2006), Mockatis et al. suggest studies exploring the 
influence of an individual’s cultural values on GVT work “confuse individual and culture level 
measures” (Mockaitis et al., 2012, p. 196). To address this, some scholars (e.g. Taras et al., 
2019; Vahtera, Buckley, Aliyev, Clegg, & Cross, 2017; Zaidman & Malach-Pines, 2014) have 
drawn upon social identity theory (SIT) (Tajfel & Turner, 1979; 1985) to frame the mechanism 
of how culture is a dynamic influence upon individuals and comprises more than just culture 
level values. Cramton and Hinds (2014) suggest that, contrary to the more static view of culture 
on which most research has been based, a “systems” definition of culture is also sensitive to 
context (see Kitayama, 2002; Kitayama, Markus, & Kurokawa, 2000; Markus & Kitayama, 
2010). Cramton and Hinds’ (2014, p. 1058) discussion of this work draws upon Kitayama’s 
(2002) definition of culture as “a dynamic system that is composed of many loosely organized, 
often causally connected elements—meanings, practices, and associated mental processes and 
responses” (p. 92). Cramton and Hinds (2014) highlight Markus and Kitayama’s suggestion 
that culture and selves are dynamically recursive.  
Culture as expressed by communication practices, making sense of interactions and in 
turn acting and reacting for individuals, teams and organisations is suggested to be complex, 
dynamic and contextual (Cramton & Hinds, 2014; Eisenberg & Mattarelli, 2017). Individuals 
influence and are in turn influenced by culture. Being culturally capable rests upon being able 
to interact with language and process, which in turn might be influenced by technology or the 
media and modality intrinsic to the information-sharing activities. It is likely tethered to 
multiple perspectives, including those of any individual, group and/or organisation. 
Furthermore, being culturally competent implicitly draws upon the notion that competence is 
bound to context (and process); such that a change in context and process might alter the 
capacity to act, or the resulting interaction and outcome of said interaction. Competence also 
comprises behaviours, affective responses and cognition (Bradford, Allen & Beisser, 1998, 
citing Spitzberg & Cupach, 1984), whereby the relationship between effectiveness and 
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appropriateness is characterised as an evaluative process occurring during communication 
interactions. To be described as competent in intercultural interaction, individuals must 
communicate effectively and appropriately (G. M. Chen & Starosta, 1996; Philips, 1983). 
Drawing upon Chen and Starosta (1996), Bradford et al. (1998) suggest that evaluations of 
competence as appropriateness enmesh three different abilities:  
1. the ability to understand how contextual constraints necessitate 
compliance to different sets of communication rules and to act 
accordingly;  
2. the ability to avoid inappropriate responses;  
3. the ability to perform communication functions including, ‘controlling, 
sharing feelings, informing, ritualizing, and imagining’ (p. 10). 
In addition, the development of this ability is bound to context, which encompasses mastery or 
changes in competence over time or possibly, across context, which has also been given 
consideration by a variety of scholars from differing research traditions and disciplines. 
Spitzberg (2015) states, “a theory of competence in communicating is tantamount to a 
theory of communication itself” (p. 25), suggesting the concept of competence has the potential 
to integrate the vast and often fragmented domain and discipline of communication. Boye 
(2016, pp. 46-51) discusses the range of terms for competence achieved via the use of a variety 
of prefacing terms, listing trans, multi, cross and inter for culture as well as more specific forms 
such as pluricultural competence, multicultural competence, global competence and symbolic 
competence. Boye (2016) suggests the synonyms of competence are suggested to be awareness; 
sensitivity, skills, adaptation and ability, and notes that some suggest these terms are not 
interchangeable, only similar, opting for the use of the term competence. Boye (2016) suggests 
that “further inspection doesn’t reveal these competences to differ in any significant way from 
what can already be understood by ICC (coming from the foreign language perspective)” (pp. 
51-52).  
Furthermore, the perspective of intercultural competence is shaped by decades of research 
across multiple disciplines listing sociology, anthology, psychology, education and 
communication. Intercultural competence places an individual along with their cultural 
understandings of themselves and others as central to acting or interacting; it also embeds 
understandings of context as pivotal and dynamic. It appears to resonate with social identity 
theory (SIT) and constructivism more broadly, balancing general or generic as foundational to 
understanding of specific, rather than a fixed state. However, in turn, this leads to culture-
CHAPTER 2: DELIMITATIONS & DEFINITIONS 24
generic competence comprising “a set of rather vague competencies” (Stadler, 2017, p. 451). 
Stadler (2017) describes these as: 
notoriously obscure and fuzzy, such as ‘flexibility’ or ‘open-mindedness’, 
which seem rather self-evident at first glance, but are difficult to implement 
(p. 451).  
Stadler (2017) suggests developing culture-generic competence is comparatively much more 
challenging than learning culture-specific knowledge “partly due to the fact that it emphasizes 
not only the acquisition of some behavioural concepts but the development of cognitive, 
attitudinal and behavioural aspects of intercultural learning” (p. 451). Stadler attests that the 
complexity of intercultural competence acquisition has been well documented in the literature 
(see, for example, Deardorff, 2004; Fantini, 2000; Johnson, Lenartowicz, & Apud, 2006). 
Zakaria (2017, p.138) suggests these “challenges are amplified when people with different 
cultural values attempt to comprehend indicators, cues, or signals based on their own 
preferences for and experiences with non-verbal cues or verbal cues” both in face-to-face and 
virtual interactions (Cassell & Tversky, 2005; Pekerti & Thomas, 2003). Zakaria (2017) argues 
that cross-cultural competencies are crucial for success in today’s rapidly globalising and virtual 
workplace and that “oftentimes employees are hired without the necessary competencies to 
meet the demands of a complex culturally-attuned teamwork environment” (p. 138). Recently, 
research presents a renewed focus on competence by way of the examination of knowledge, 
skills, attitudes and other (KSAOs) within the context of GVTs (Krumm et al., 2016; Schulze 
& Krumm, 2017; Zakaria, 2017). Competence research has long been associated with the 
capacity of an individual to interact effectively and appropriately with an environment or 
context (Arasaratnam-Smith, 2017; Stadler, 2017). However, increasingly, seeing this capacity 
as a process rather than an end state encompasses learning, and embedding it naturally within 
practice and context (Draghici, 2015; Dusi, Messetti, & Steinbach, 2014) is being advanced. 
Collectively, these comments show the identification of context-related competencies as central 
to performance in GVTS and organisations more generally, which necessitates a focus on the 
measurement tools to characterise this competence for both selection and development purposes 
within organisations.  
A DIZZYING READ OF NOMENCLATURE  
The term ‘dizzying’ has been used by numerous scholars to describe the complexity, consensus 
and dissent across multiple disciplines for intercultural communication competence (ICC), 
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intercultural competence (IC) and the variants resulting from the alternate prefixes of cross, 
multi, inter and trans (Arasaratnam, 2014; Boye, 2016; Holmes & O’Neill, 2012; Y. Y. Kim, 
2008; A. Lee, 2017; Rathje, 2007). 
As early as 1989, Spitzberg observed the complexity and unwieldy nature of terms and 
nomenclature. Intercultural competence (IC; e.g. Deardorff, 2011; Dinges, 1983; Lustig, 
Koester, & Halualani, 2006), intercultural communication competence (ICC; e.g. Arasaratnam 
& Doerfel, 2005; G.-M. Chen & Starosta, 1996; Spitzberg, 2000), cultural intelligence (CQ; 
e.g. Ang, Rockstuhl, & Tan, 2015; Ang & Van Dyne, 2015; Earley & Ang, 2003), cross cultural 
communication competence (3C: MacKenzie & Wallace, 2011; McDonald et al., 2008) and 
multicultural communication competence (MCC; Li, 2018) are terms that fundamentally share 
that they each attempt to consider the cultural understandings held by some individuals as 
qualities that make them better able to engage with others different to them (Leung, Lee, & 
Chiu, 2013; Rasmussen and Sieck, 2015). Each of these literatures comprises models and 
measures, some of which present more readily within some literature fields as compared to 
others. For example, IC and ICC appear to present more than CC or 3C and CQ in foreign 
language learning; however, the main research field of origin does not itself assist with 
understanding the conceptual corpus. Furthermore, as an additional complication, terms are 
used interchangeably and distinctively (e.g. Arasaratnam, 2007; Collier, 1989, 2015; Kealey, 
2015; Martins & Schilpzand, 2011; Ruben, 1989, 2015).  
Current understanding of intercultural competence is (and continues to be) “shaped by 
research in many disciplines, communication researchers can lay claim to the nomenclature of 
the phrase, particularly intercultural communication competence (ICC)” (Arasaratnam, 2016; 
p. 1). Arasararatnam (2016) suggests intercultural competence is often defined using Spitzberg 
and Changnon’s (2009) definition of “the appropriate and effective management of interaction 
between people who, to some degree or another, represent different or divergent affective, 
cognitive, and behavioral orientations to the world” (p. 7), which touches on a long history of 
intercultural competence being associated with effectiveness and appropriateness. Holmes and 
O’Neill (2012) suggest, as do others (e.g. Deardorff, 2006, 2017), that Spitzberg and Changnon 
(2009) is often cited as a definitional framework of intercultural competence, whereby this 
approach adopts “an individual and trait concept” embedded within “systems-theoretic 
perspectives” (p. 7). Holmes and O’Neill (2012), drawing upon Jablin and Sias’s (2001) citation 
of McCrosky (1982), define communication competence in terms of goal achievement, the 
ability to display appropriate communication behaviours in a given context, and making 
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effective choices among behaviours. Citing Philipsen (2002), Holmes and O’Neill (2012) 
suggest thus “communication competence is dependent on individuals’ (fore)knowledge of the 
rules or prescriptions for knowing what to do and how to act in specific circumstances, groups, 
times, and places” (p. 7). Holmes and O’Neill (2012) suggest this introduces a “relationality” 
(p. 7) or perspective that gives focus to how people manage intercultural interactions, drawing 
upon Spitzberg and Changnon’s (2009) notions of appropriate and effective behaviour between 
people who, to some degree or another, think, feel and behave differently., Bartel-Radic (2006) 
also suggests the concept of competence includes cognitive, behavioural and affective 
dimensions.  Here attention is drawn to individuals being able to acquire capacity via learning 
describing learning as “passing through realization of the impact of cultural differences, critical 
reflection and practical experience” (Bartel-Radic 2006, p. 651). Differing definitional stances 
for the term intercultural learning are observed, noting an alternate construction (often by those 
in educational psychology) where the view tends to be “general learning in an intercultural 
context” as compared to “learning on intercultural issues, not learning in environments that 
happen to be intercultural” (Bartel-Radic, 2006, p. 651). Bartel-Radic also suggests that 
scholars agree that an antecedent of intercultural learning is intercultural experience, which may 
be direct or indirect in nature, but that “simply meeting people from other cultures is far from 
being a sufficient condition for the acquisition of intercultural competence” (Bartel-Radic, 
2006, p. 651, citing Nicklas, 1995). Learning comprises an openness to learn, a capacity to 
reflect upon one’s own culture and the relative adaption or corresponding change in behaviour 
through learning (Bartel-Radic, 2006). 
Deardorff and Arasaratnam-Smith (2017) suggest general agreement that intercultural 
competence has cognitive, affective and behavioural dimensions; however, they argue that the 
prolific interest in intercultural competence in many disciplines, using numerous definitional 
terms, has some confusion. They also see this state as exacerbated by, in essence, research silos 
due to little cross-referencing research. They acknowledge in this text a rich history spanning 
more than 60 years and draw attention to the sustained interest by scholars to this construct and 
its variants. They note that, in the 1980s, researched continued following on from work initiated 
in the 1970s with efforts to refine and develop assessment instruments (e.g. Bennett, 1986; 
Dinges, 1983; Hammer, 1987). This ‘historiography’ (Arasaratnam, 2014) also notes the special 
issues of the International Journal of Intercultural Relations (IJIR) dedicated to ICC in 1989 
and again 25 years later in 2015. They conclude that research momentum has not slowed in any 
decade. 
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Citing numerous scholars, Berardo (2005) suggests, “that the lack of consensus as to what 
ICC is not a result of a lack of research” (p. 5). Berardo (2005) notes an overlap of ICC with 
the competing construct of cultural intelligence (CQ). Likewise, Appenrodt (2013) also notes 
this similarity comparing CQ and the integrated model of intercultural communication 
competence (IMICC; Arasaratnam, 2006; Arasaratnam, Banerjee, & Dembek, 2010). Here, 
Appenrodt (2013) explores whether criticism held by some CQ scholars of ICC models and 
scales (e.g. Ang & Van Dyne, 2008; Van Dyne, Ang, & Livermore, 2010) was justified; if CQ 
is a cleaner construct than ICC; and examines the reliability and validity of the two approaches. 
Appenrodt (2013) appears to come out in favour of ICC, highlighting the juncture of two 
research approaches and perhaps the potential for research contribution and the level of 
theoretical model extension and empirical testing of an ICC model. In contrast, Cui (2013, p. 
10), again citing Ang and Van Dyne (2008), opts for CQ, suggesting that “cultural intelligence 
(CQ) is a construct that assesses multiple aspects of intercultural competence in a single 
instrument based upon a theoretically grounded, comprehensive and coherent framework” (p. 
10). Berardo (2005, p.106) reiterates the observation that “not every model has been matched 
with an empirical research program (Dinges & Baldwin, 1996; Fantini, 2009; Fantini & Tirmizi, 
2006)” (p. 106). And so, it would seem that the literatures of intercultural communication and 
cross cultural communication, along with the literature of cultural intelligence, share construct 
similarity in that they each describe the competencies of an individual to engage appropriately 
and effectively within a cultural context. They are argued by some to be very distinct relative 
to each other and in turn measured with similar approaches and similar measurement items and 
scales. A focus on being able to measure this capacity is evident and an abundance of 
measurement approaches is present, with a paucity of studies comparatively examining the 
various models, and measures of these similar constructs. 
Ladegaard and Jenks (2015, p. 5) proffer  that “culture is fluid, flexible and multifaceted, 
which is created recreated in situ as people engage in talk and other forms of social interaction”. 
They suggest this approach aligns with a social constructivism perspective. Ladegaard and 
Jenks (2015, p. 5) suggest that “while ‘culture’ in discourse-based research in workplace 
settings now appears to be widely conceptualised as fluid, multifaceted and constructed in situ, 
it is perhaps time to turn the page and reconsider what we may have lost by rejecting (national) 
culture and ethnicity as a priori categories for explaining linguistic and communicative 
behaviour”. Here, they draw upon Kecskes (2014), suggesting the ideal approach is “one that 
acknowledges the possibility of ethnic or cultural marking in communicative behaviour”, but, 
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at the same time, that allows for the situational context to be salient and where participants co-
construct (inter)cultures in situ (Ladegaard & Jenks, 2015, p. 5).  
Medina-López-Portillo and Sinnigen (2009, p. 255) suggest that “in the United States, 
there is a developing consensus around the idea that intercultural competency refers to the 
individual skills, knowledge, attributes, behaviors, and attitudes needed to interact successfully 
with people from different cultures (Deardorff, 2006)” (p. 255). They describe this consensus 
as resting upon the view that individuals should improve their skills and knowledge and that 
learning of this type will enhance interactions with others from different cultural backgrounds. 
However, Medina-Lopez-Portillo and Sinnigen (2009) draw a distinction between intercultural 
competence and interculturality, citing preference for the latter. Within this construction, 
“intercultural competence refers to an individual set of skills that can be acquired and learned; 
interculturality refers to a historic condition” (Medina-Lopez-Portillo & Sinnigen, 2009, p. 
255). These scholars are not alone in their critique. Ladegaard and Jenks (2015) suggest Asian 
scholars especially have criticised some of the predominant ICC models in ICC for being 
Eurocentric/Anglocentric (see for example, Asante & Miike, 2013; Miike, 2009, 2013; Miike 
& Chen, 2003). Kramsch (2002) raised the same point a decade earlier, suggesting that  
the concept of intercultural communication as it is currently used can be easily 
high jacked [sic] by a global ideology of ‘effective communication’ Anglo-
Saxon style, which speaks an English discourse even as it expresses itself in 
many different languages (Kramsch, 2002, pp. 283–284, as cited by Ladegaard 
& Jenks, 2015, p. 3).  
Xu (2013, p. 381) offers that  
such a conceptualization can be used to disguise the deep divide between the 
Western subject and non-Western other, between those who have access to 
Western discourse/resources and those who don’t, between the nations that are 
defined as ‘developed’ and ‘underdeveloped’, and the very discourse/practice of 
colonialism dominated by English as a global language (p. 381).  
Arasaratnam (2016) warns, “understanding of intercultural competence is strongly 
influenced by research emerging from economically developed parts of the world, such as the 
United States and parts of Europe and Oceania” (p. 3). Furthermore, “the (cultural) perspectives 
from which the topic is approached inevitably influence the outcomes of research” and “there 
is a strong social scientific bias to the cumulative body of research in intercultural competence 
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so far; as such, the findings are subject to the strengths and weaknesses of this epistemology” 
(Arasaratnam, 2016, p. 3). It is also suggested that “because many of the current models of 
intercultural competence (or intercultural communication competence) focus on the individual, 
and because individual cultural identities are arguably becoming more blended in multicultural 
societies, we may be quickly approaching a point where traditional definitions need to be 
refined” (Arasaratnam, 2016, p.3). Furthermore, “many of the ICC models do not identify 
language proficiency as a key contextual variable” (Arasaratnam, 2016, p. 3), with the 
importance of language proficiency somewhat largely ignored (notable exceptions being 
Fantini, 2009; Kupka, 2008). Kupka and Kennan (2003, p. 89) suggest that “the majority of 
ICC models adopt a positivistic, Euro-American, geo, ethno and egocentric perspective” (p. 89) 
and are thus limited in their potential. Bjerregaard, Lauring and Klitmøller (2009, p. 207), citing 
Jack, Calás, Nkomo, and Peltonen, (2008), suggest that cross cultural management is still 
entrenched in a functionalist or positivist paradigm and that, despite calls for multidisciplinary 
research, the field remains dominated by this approach. They suggest that the result of this is a 
conception of culture as stable and somewhat self-contained that, at worst, becomes 
decontextualized (Bjerregaard et al., 2009). Here, Koester and Lustig (2015), following the 
work of Spitzberg and others (e.g. Spitzberg, 2011; Spitzberg, 2013; Spitzberg & Changnon, 
2009), view competence as a social judgment (somewhat analogous to the concept of ‘face’ in 
interpersonal relations). Competence is an impression, not a behaviour. An inference one 
makes, not an action one takes. An evaluation, not a performance. In short, competent 
intercultural communication is not something one does but rather something that one is 
perceived to be. On these grounds, they argue against the sole reliance on self-reports, 
suggesting this might fit with effectiveness but is inadequate for appropriateness, as this is 
determined by the shared judgement of others. 
Deardorff’s (2015) discussion of research hurdles mentions the number of research 
measures and instruments, a changing paradigm shift towards behavioural assessment, the 
importance of control groups, the influence of context and the issue of technology. The call is 
made to “synergize rather than reinvent” (Deardorff, 2015, p. 3) definitions of ICC and to 
develop a deeper understanding of best practices in the development of ICC, drawing attention 
to recent work considering the role of reflection in the development of ICC (Bennett, 2009; 
Jackson, 2015; Wang & Kulich, 2014).  
Taken together, numerous scholars draw attention to research limitations both pertaining 
to ICC and to context, and yet, while criticisms abound, ICC measurement using items within 
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scales that are similar to items comprising scales within the similar approaches of cross cultural 
communication (CC and 3C) and cultural intelligence (CQ) are observed. Surely, many of the 
criticisms proffered for ICC extend to these other constructs as well. More especially, how is 
context enmeshed within the assessment of an individual’s competence? It is commonly held 
that context is salient, both mediating and moderating competence, and yet the inherent risk of 
de-contextualisation is mooted. And so, the challenge remains, how to measure the competence 
of individuals engaging within GVTs; indeed, what does measurement look like comparatively 
using similar measurement approaches for similar yet distinct competency constructs? 
 
DEVELOPING COMPETENCES – INTERCULTURAL AND VIRTUAL 
For many years, research across a range of disciplines, have been interested in developing ICC 
(Arasaratnam-Smith, 2020 ). However, “the urgency and interest to produce graduates who are 
ready for the global marketplace has never been more prevalent amongst educators as it is 
today” (Arasaratnam-Smith, 2020, p. 20). To achieve the development of ICC, Arasaratnam-
Smith (2020, p. 20) suggests learning has “to be intentional, institutionally supported and 
embedded within a context”; furthermore, learning should be active where: 
the focus should not be just on the “what” of the learning, but also the “why” 
(why is this knowledge/experience significant?) and “how” (how will you apply 
what you have learned?) (p. 20). 
Additionally, a variety of perspectives and variety in assessment is also considered essential to 
achieving GII learning, whereby the most nuanced and ideal is the “customization in ICC 
training” (Arasaratnam-Smith, 2020, p. 24), comprising tailoring of programmes training the 
needs of learners and the context. Moreover, “while there may not be consensus or one 
definition of ICC, there is a general consensus on the types of attitudes, knowledge, and skills 
that are required for ICC” (Arasaratnam-Smith, 2020, p. 24), which suggests measurement is 
plausible. Arasaratnam-Smith (2020) proffers that “apart from instruments such as employment 
placement surveys and graduate surveys, we do not yet have established measures to assess 
whether we are producing global graduates” nor do we fully comprehend how to “inculcate 
global graduate competences” (Arasaratnam-Smith, 2020, p. 24). This is salient to this study 
for three reasons. The first is that this is a very recent articulation of a continuing need for 
measurement, which gives further support to the broad need for research of this type. Second, 
it suggests much is already known and ICC is a construct of import. Third, it reiterates the 
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contextual need for higher education and organisations to be able to characterise the 
development of individual competence and the contextual nature of this competence. 
Discussing the measurement of the development of ICC, Deardorff (2016) similarly 
suggests that “assessment of intercultural competence is undergoing a shift away from sole use 
of self-report measures to a performance-based, learner-centred paradigm that is relevant, 
collaborative, integrated, and more meaningful to the learner” (p. 132). Deardorff (2016) 
articulates a reconfiguration of students’ learning and development, to view assessment as a 
transformational tool and advances a research agenda:  
 How do learners view these assessments as relevant in their contexts?  
 How can assessment of intercultural competence be more collaborative?  
 What are effective strategies for assessing the intercultural process?  
 What are other ways of assessing intercultural competence if the focus is more 
on the interaction and relationship?  
 How do learners benefit from these assessment efforts?  
 If self-perspective instruments continue to be used, is it always about 
obtaining the higher score? (Deardorff, 2016, p. 132). 
Deardorff (2016) also raises that perhaps an indicator of development is” a lower score on post-
programme surveys”, as this “may indicate more of a willingness to learn, a sense of cultural 
humility, and an awareness of the scope of personal development still needed” (p. 132). 
Deardorff (2016, citing Deardorff, 2012; Deardorff & Edwards, 2012; Gordon & Deardorff, 
2013) proposes that measurement of development should be progressive (at different points in 
time, over a period of time) and use multiple methods. Within this context, development is 
articulated as a change in understandings that might comprise one or all these facets. This 
literature on developing intercultural competences is a wide array of studies comprising a 
number of perspectives. For example, a number of scholars offer guidance on how to structure 
and assess coursework of this type (e.g. Arasaratnam-Smith, 2017; Barrett, Huber, & Reynolds, 
2014; M Bennett, 2004; Berardo & Deardorff, 2012; Byram, Holmes, & Savvides, 2013; 
Byram, Nichols, & Stevens, 2001; Xiaodong Dai & Chen, 2014; Deardorff, 2015, 2016; 
Deardorff & Arasaratnam-Smith, 2017; Dervin, 2010; Fantini, 2000, 2009; Fantini & Tirmizi, 
2006; Hammer, 2015b; Koester & Lustig, 2015; K. Leung et al., 2014; Lustig et al., 2006; Perry 
& Southwell, 2011; Savicki, 2020; Zhang & Zhou, 2019).  
CHAPTER 2: DELIMITATIONS & DEFINITIONS 32
Research has considered the development of IC/ICC in a variety of ways; for 
undergraduate and graduate students (Dimitrov, Dawson, Olsen, & Meadows, 2014; Kostikova, 
Prishvina, Ilyushina, Krutova, & Fedotova, 2018; Salisbury, An, & Pascarella, 2013), with 
volunteers (Lough, 2011; Yang, 2015; Yashima, 2010), in the development of teachers both 
face to face and technology-enabled (Cushner & Mahon, 2009; N. Davis, Cho, & Hagenson, 
2005; DeJaeghere & Cao, 2009; DeJaeghere & Zhang, 2008; Jedynak, 2011; O'Dowd, 2015), 
and of global leaders (Morley et al., 2010a). From the perspective of business, for example, 
business education (Freeman, Treleaven, Ramburuth & Leask, 2009; Truatrims, Defee & 
Farris, 2016); in organisations and business relationships (Huang, Rayner & Zhuang, 2003; 
Moodian, 2008); in health education (Betancourt, Green, Carrillo, & Park, 2005; Portera, 2014; 
Stay, 2000); and in physical education and sport (Ko, Boswell, & Yoon, 2015). Research has 
also focussed on developing ICC in numerous forms: via specific activities via 
internationalisation of curricula (Deardorff, 2009; Lantz-Deaton, 2017), international 
experience (Trede, Bowles, & Bridges, 2013), encompassing homestays (Shiri, 2015), study 
abroad (Covert, 2014; Deardorff, 2006; Haber & Getz, 2011; Stemler, Imada, & Sorkin, 2014; 
Stone et al., 2014; Root & Ngampornchai, 2013), and in service learning (De Leon, 2014; 
Tangen, Mercer, Spooner-Lane, & Hepple, 2011). To some degree, research has also considered 
the form of classroom activity as simulations and games (Fowler & Pusch, 2010), songs 
(Shayakhmetova, Shayakhmetova, Ashrapova, & Zhuravleva, 2017), literature (Zacharias, 
2005), blogging in a foreign language and study abroad (Elola & Oskoz, 2008), via intergroup 
interaction or collaborative learning with group work (Burdett, 2014; de Hei, Tabacaru, Sjoer, 
Rippe, & Walenkamp, 2020), as well as if undergraduate taught competences are workplace 
relevant (Clokie & Fourie, 2016; Graf & Mertesacker, 2009). In general, empirical study 
comprises a complete course, classroom or experience evaluation rather than comparative 
examination of experience forms. 
Within the development-focused research, some scholars tend to use ICC (e.g., Chun, 
2011; Deardorff, 2009; Lenkaitis, Calo, & Venegas Escobar, 2019; Planken, Van Hooft, & 
Korzilius, 2004; Wolff & Borzikowsky, 2018), while others have tended to use CQ (Barnes, 
Smith, & Hernández-Pozas, 2017; Kiznyte, Ciutiene, & Dechange, 2015; Presbitero & 
Toledano, 2018; Roux, Suzuki, Matsuba, & Goda, 2018). MacNab, Brislin and Worthley (2012) 
suggest CQ as can be developed via experiential learning and that a variety of programmes have 
been adopted in IB education, for example study abroad and immersion internships, GVT 
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experiences (e.g. X-Culture), simulations, games (e.g. Econotonos) and intercultural games to 
do precisely this. 
Research has also examined the development of competences within GVTs (Abruquah, 
2019; Goh & Tee, 2018; Petrovskaya & Shaposhnikov, 2020; Popescu & Warmenhoven, 2019; 
R. Wang et al., 2017; Zakaria, 2017; Zwerg-Villegas & Martínez-Díaz, 2016). Recently 
research has considered the development of intercultural and virtual competences (Zwerg-
Villegas & Martínez-Díaz, 2016), and in regard to assessing development using reflective 
learning logs (Cathro et al., 2017). Focus has shifted from developing digital literacies in higher 
education (Jeffrey et al., 2011) to consideration of the challenges experiences by educators 
teaching intercultural and virtual competences in VTs and GVTs (Maak, 2020) to consideration 
of the terms development and developing. One might be construed to suggest a growth in 
capability, implicitly towards a better definitional state. Moreover, development as an end state 
is perhaps not quite the same thing as developing. The former suggests a state of being while 
the later suggests a drive toward becoming, which may or may not have an endpoint. Similarly, 
developing suggests contingency where dynamic contextual factors likely always influence the 
expression of competence or capabilities. It is perhaps more nuanced but it is important as it 
raises in turn the question of ‘is development only ever towards becoming more ethno-relative?’ 
Is it possible to attain such a state or is it something that is expressed within specific contexts 
and subjective to change, or is the learning disruptive and leaving a more permanent result?   
 
SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS 
The development of intercultural and virtual competences has been outlined as being of 
merit. This chapter outlines a rich legacy of research, located at the intersection of culture, 
technology, GVTs and education. It appears somewhat tethered to disciplines. Research in this 
area is fast paced, with  much published very recently within the last two to four years. It 
suggests that focus on the measurement of competencies, specifically intercultural 
communication competences and virtual communication technology competences within GVTs 
is of merit to understanding the development of these competencies. Here, the abundance of 
multidisciplinary research challenges understanding and clarity of how to measure and evaluate 
the development of individuals via GVT classroom collaborations. Furthermore, there is value 
in examining student development within GVTs to develop measurement capacity to verify to 
students and institutions the learning achieved within GVTs as bespoke learning contexts. This, 
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in turn, might lead to understandings that bridge student preparation for GVTs and curriculum 
development, as well as contribute to the development of GVT talent within organisational 
contexts. In the context of GVT, individuals have been identified as requiring both intercultural 
and virtual communication competences. Research into virtual and digital technology within 
education and GVTs continues to burgeon. The need to synthesise this work and to reconcile 
understandings held across disciplines has been made (Avgousti, 2018; Deardorff, 2015). 
Furthermore, the task is significant, the fields are each respectively sizeable and continually 
growing. Moreover, GVTs use digital technologies, many of which have been described as 
disruptive to praxis. These digital, possibly disruptive, technologies (e.g. Flavin, 2012; Godwin-
Jones, 2005; Horvath, 2016; Nowell, 2014) are not a single technology and as such, they likely 
comprise an overlapping mix of knowledge and practices. As such competences enmeshing 
digital capabilities are evolving and likely subject to change and further context-related 
evolution. 
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Chapter 3: Paper 1 – ‘A reconciling review’ 
CHAPTER INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND FOR PAPER 1 
In the preceding chapters, research established that GVT performance is linked to the practice 
of individuals within teams and likely the context within which a team performs. GVT talent 
is needed and either selected for this engagement context, developed for this workspace or 
some combination of the two. As presented in the opening chapter, GVTs and the capacities of 
individuals within these work forms has been identified within both international business 
research and education. Educators from many backgrounds not limited to just international 
business, educational institutions, practitioners and organisations all see the need for GVT 
talent on the basis that global work roles are a reality. They have collectively for many years 
worked to develop global or intercultural and virtual skills and capacities in higher education 
classrooms (both business and language schools) and within international organisations. Now, 
consensus fades. Demonstrating the development of intercultural and virtual competencies 
rests on the need for an operational definition and measurement clarity, which in turn requires 
contextual understanding, method clarity and instrumentation. Each discipline and perspective 
brings with it differing orientations and approaches. Some approaches share commonality; 
others appear similar at first glance. To date, a number of scholars have examined development 
and worked to describe or address the challenges of this form of measurement. Educators have 
certainly taken a keen interest in being able to qualify learning as an outcome. Griffith, Wolfeld, 
Armon, Rios, & Liu (2016, p. 7) suggest a 
small body of research focuses on student development (e.g. Conway, 2008; 
DeJaeghere & Zhang, 2008; Fischer, 2011; Hao, 2012; Jauregui, 2013; Kahr-
Gottlieb & Papst, 2013; Kaufmann, Englezou, & García-Gallego, 2014; Zhang, 
2012) …(and) that ICC may be improved with training, including study-abroad 
programmes (e.g. R. Engle, L., & Crowne, 2014) and via intercultural business 
courses (e.g. Eisenberg et al., 2013; Rosenblatt, Worthley, & MacNab, 2013) 
(p. 7).  
However, while numerous training and development activities  present, “the empirical evidence 
documenting their effectiveness is nascent” (Griffith et al., 2016, p. 7), and is yet to offer strong 
conclusions and direction as to how best ways to improve ICC.  
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This sets the stage for this paper by outlining the abundance of theoretical frameworks 
and models and most especially the semantic challenges of this research construct. It draws 
focus to the perceived role, motivations and need for measurement and understanding of 
development. Multiple reviews have been undertaken within respective disciplines. Although 
some of this content can be seen across various disciplines, much of it is particular to one 
discipline or another. Each discipline as a research field is calling for research to define and 
measure competency and yet each field is seemingly disconnected from other disciplines with 
very few cross citations (M. Bennett, 2009; Koester & Lustig, 2015; Lieberman & Gamst, 
2015). There is seemingly a practical need for employers, consultants and human resource 
management practitioners, as well as tertiary educators, to be able to measure both intercultural 
and virtual competences of individuals. How to do this is both clearly described but difficult to 
achieve.  
The approach of this paper is holistic and multidisciplinary regarding search terms, 
publication journals and timeframes. It seeks to map measurement understandings as agreed 
themes of where the measurement of ICC currently sits, the status of consensus or perhaps 
dissent for methods of measuring or assessing ICC and the comparative measurement 
approaches undertaken with ICC in the specific disciplines of international business, foreign 
language classrooms and helping healthcare professions. The contribution is intended to be a 
synthesis of findings across fields that continue to evolve and each describes a need to be able 
to measure ICC with the aim that such a synthesis might then map future research territories. 
These respective territories have each been described openly in the literature to date as 
requiring scholarly attention. The goal of educators to be able to assess and measure 
development has been clearly articulated (e.g. Deardorff, 2009; Sercu, 2009). This call for 
addition research to define, characterise and measure ICC are similarly made with reference to 
organisations and the needs of employers and human resource practitioners broadly as within 
the specific context of healthcare (D. Gibson & Zhong, 2005; L. Sercu, 2009).  
Adopting a holistic approach is challenging; as it demands a broader net and risks a 
cumbersome body of research to reconcile; however, it is a research step yet to be fully taken. 
It has also been noted as being beyond the scope of a single paper to reconcile a stream of 
research of this magnitude (Arasaratnam, 2014). However, researchers previously embracing 
a holistic approach suggest merit in synthesis across disciplinary boundaries, and precedence 
for using extensional language has been set with work embracing polysemy (e.g. Bradford, 
Allen, & Beisser, 1998; Halualani, Mendoza, & Drzewiecka 2009). For example, Halualani et 
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al. (2009, p. 19) phrase their inclusion parameters as “we include in our review works that may 
not have been explicitly labelled as ‘intercultural’ but nonetheless speak to the central concerns 
of the field in its critical turn from a rhetorical, critical discourse, or critical media perspective” 
(p. 19). Furthermore, research into the construct does and should not limit itself to single 
research discipline (Koester & Lustig, 2015). Spitzberg (2015) claims there are “2 gaping 
deficits in the study of ICC” (p. 25): 
1) the nature of such competence, and; 
2) the implications of communication technologies for conceptualising and measuring 
communicative competence (p. 25). 
Therefore, this chapter presents a paper titled ‘Reconciliation via review – An attempt to map 
multiple mind-sets, models and measures of the intersect of culture and communication’. The 
epilogue section then discusses why this paper matters, to the contribution to the literature 
broadly and more specifically to the thesis.  
In turn, the chapter discussion of Paper 1 informs the empirical study of Paper 3, (‘Developing 
Virtual Team Competences’). The linkage of this paper to the two papers that follow is twofold. 
The suggestion of merit in the comparative examination of ICC and CQ measures within the 
same GVT context using individual students as case matched evidence exploring development, 
and, on this basis, a need to understand how GVTs have been researched in regard to student 
samples and research methods. It concludes with summary of recent research exploring 
measurement and models. 
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PAPER 1: RECONCILIATION VIA REVIEW  
An attempt to map multiple mind-sets, models and measures of culture and 
communication  
Abstract 
Paradoxically, while there is much research at the intersection of culture and communication 
capacity, our understanding of the measurement and assessment of these forms of competence 
remains obscure. Educators and business alike have articulated the perceived benefits of being 
able to measure and assess the development of these competences. A wealth of literature has 
amassed across multiple fields, known by a range of constructs with seemingly conceptual and 
measurement similarity. However, a comprehensive and multidisciplinary review appears 
lacking. By reviewing the literature reviews, it focuses on the definitional nature of this 
competence and the measure of such capacity. A total of 667 articles, reports and book chapters 
published between 1986 and 2019 were identified and screened resulting in the analysis of 79 
reviews, the findings of which are now presented. The contribution of this paper is threefold. 
First, it attempts to unpack and reconcile issues pertaining to the development and 
measurement of intercultural competences (IC) in the interrelated domains of intercultural 
communications competence (ICC), cross-cultural communication competence (3C or CC), 
global competencies (GC) and multicultural communication competencies (MCC). Second, it 
questions if the measurement challenges are insurmountable, and in so doing, it shines light on 
the issues sidelined by the pursuit of a single measure and a focus on the items comprising such 
a measure to the issues inherent to assessing students and development. Third, it suggests merit 
in cross-domain comparative research. 
 
Keywords: intercultural communication competence, cross-cultural communication 




For many, intercultural competence (IC) and intercultural communication competence (ICC) 
are synonymous, for others they are similar and for others they are distinct (e.g. Deardorff, 
2009; Lieberman & Gamst, 2015; Peng, Zhu, & Wu, 2020; Yari, Lankut, Alon, & Richter, 
2020).Within IC, the term discipline appears applied to social science disciplines such as 
anthropology, psychology, linguistics, communication, sociology and philosophy (Hu & Fan, 
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2011, citing Harman & Briggs, 1991; Hart, 1999; Hu, 1999, 2004; Samovar et al., 2000). Hu 
and Fan (2011) argued that it is not surprising that IC research methods are various, “as a 
multidimensional field, intercultural communication research has adopted the methods 
preferred by scholars with different academic backgrounds” (p. 556). Kim (2001) defines 
intercultural communication “as the communication process in which individual participants 
of differing cultural backgrounds come into direct contact and interaction with one another”, 
whereby culture enmeshes both “the collective life experiences of commonly recognizable 
large groups, such as national and ethnic/racial groups” (p. 141). Kim (2001) offers an inclusive 
conception of culture as “other smaller, subcultural social groups with discernible life patterns 
(e.g., groups based on gender, sexual orientation, geographic area, or physical dis/ability)” (p. 
141), leading to many communication encounters as potentially intercultural. Kim (2001) takes 
the position that intercultural communication comprises cultural communication with a focus 
on understanding communication within particular cultural or subcultural communities while 
cross-cultural communication compares communication in two or more cultural or subcultural 
communities.  
Van de Vijver and Leung (2009, p. 405) suggest that “the increase in interest in 
intercultural competence witnessed during the past decades has not led to a much better 
understanding of intercultural competency (IC) or to an adequate handling of methodological 
issues of such studies” (p. 405). Spitzberg and Changnon (2009) noted a decade ago that 
scholarship has produced “a large number of frameworks, definitions, and approaches of 
intercultural competence (e.g., Byram, 1997; Collier, 1989; Deardorff, 2004; Gudykunst, 2005; 
Imahori & Lanigan, 1989; Mol, Born, & Van der Molen, 2005; Redmond & Bunyi, 1993)” (p. 
405). Other scholars have noted an abundance of research, a plethora of definitions, models 
and measures, which includes numerous reviews and the need for synthesis (Deardorff, 2009, 
2016; Fantini, 2009, 2012). Here, most reviews examine a research construct, for example 
intercultural communication competence (ICC), cross-cultural competence (CCC or 3C), 
multicultural communication competence (MCC) and cultural intelligence (CQ) within each 
respective domain. Reviews and theoretical papers have also examined this grouping of related 
concepts periodically within special journal issues (e.g. European Journal of International 
Management, Research in Comparative and International Education and the International 
Journal of Intercultural Relations). These also tend to drill down within a domain. Recently, a 
few reviews have started to compare across construct domains. For example, Arasaratnam 
(2014) reviews a decade of ICC research across multidisciplinary perspectives to offer 
understanding of ICC beyond a single discipline. Similarly, Nam and Fry’s (2010) meta-
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synthesis of literature relates to the development cultural competencies (e.g. the development 
of cultural intelligence, intercultural competence and intercultural sensitivity; social contact 
theory related to the reduction of prejudice and ethnic bias; global literacy; and language 
competencies) and adopts a broad lens. Research has also compared IC/ICC with CQ to a lesser 
degree (e.g. Appenrodt, 2013; Schnabel, 2015) and has started to emerge considering the global 
mind-set research stream with the CQ research streams (e.g. Andresen & Bergdolt, 2017). 
Roughly, a decade ago, Bhawuk (2009) suggested it was timely to interrogate not just within a 
silo but also more broadly. Since then, the number of reviews in each domain has only 
continued to abound. The focus of this review is to give broad consideration to method 
challenges presented in the review literatures of intercultural competence, intercultural 
communication competence (IC-ICC: e.g. B. Alexander et al., 2014; Arasaratnam, 2015a, 
2015b; M Bennett, 2004), cultural intelligence (CQ: e.g. Andresen & Bergdolt, 2017; Ang et 
al., 2015; Bücker et al., 2014; Fang, Schei & Selart, 2018; Leung et al., 2014; Ng et al., 2009; 
Ott & Michailova, 2018), multicultural communication competence (MCC: e.g. Dunn, Smith, 
& Montoya, 2006; Ponterotto, Rieger, Barrett, & Sparks, 1994), cross-cultural communication 
competence (3C: e.g. Gabrenya et al., 2011; Gabrenya, Moukarzel, Pomerance, Griffith, & 
Deaton, 2012) and global competencies (Mendenhall, Stevens, Bird, & Oddou, 2008; 
Mendenhall, Stevens, Bird, Oddou, & Osland, 2011).  
Thus, this review of reviews covers a wider range of research disciplines including 
international business, management, education, psychology, information science and 
healthcare. This review explores the domain nomenclature with a specific lens of measurement 
approaches and challenges. It is not a review of empirical studies within a domain of 
intercultural communication or the many variants per se. The paper is organised as follows. 
First, the data collection method for the review is presented. Second, the thematic analysis 
approach is articulated followed by presentation of the emergent themes. Finally, a future 
research agenda is discussed.  
 
Method 
The conceptual boundary of this review comprises three facets: culture, learning and virtual 
communication. The focus concerns how to document the development or a change in 
competence via experiential learning in with a virtual team. At its simplest level, this review is 
born from the question of how we measure and assess the result of training or experiential 
learning. The measurement conundrum that is presented for a researcher and/or educator is 
what and how should development or change be measured, resulting from an abundance of 
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measurement instruments, many of which are described as partially tested or have been 
borrowed from other distinct contexts. Theoretical models of the nature of intercultural 
communication competence are both numerous, ever evolving to match emerging contexts and 
multidisciplinary. The focus of this review is not to further develop the understanding of a facet 
of ICC. Arasaratnam (2016) offers a historiography and Deardorff (2009) offers a grammar of 
intercultural communication. Rather, the intended contribution of this review is to holistically 
map reviews with a view to a deeper understanding of the inherent research measurement 
challenges and the current thinking to address these measurement issues. The contribution is 
thus reconciliation and synthesis. The purpose of this review is to examine the measures (and 
measurement approaches) of intercultural communication competence for the context of 
assessing student development of intercultural competence resultant from a virtual and 
intercultural learning experience.  
To identify the sample, this study used a systematic literature review approach (W. 
Chang, 2017; Hladik, 2016; Hotifah & Hamidah, 2019), whereby “six steps were taken 
explicitly setting the research purpose, defining the conceptual boundary, setting inclusion 
criteria, coding, categorising and relating” (Chang, 2017, p. 160). In the phases of coding, 
categorising and relation, an approach of thematic analysis using an inductive approach was 
used to structure phases. This allowed themes to emerge from within the data itself rather than 
being bound to pre-existing frameworks and findings. Arasaratnam (2013) deployed a similar 
approach in her review of multiculturalism. In turn, the identification of themes involved three 
iterative steps. First, immersion: becoming familiar with the articles, books sections and reports 
through repeated reading and interrogation. Second, by coding the initial patterns presenting 
within the data sample. Third, the development and refinement of themes. In turn, both the 
second and third phase outcomes are reported.  
 
Search terms: information sources, strategies, and inclusion-exclusion criteria 
As discussed by Arasaratnam (2014), Bradford et al. (2000) argue based on their meta-
analysis findings that intercultural communication competence and intercultural 
communication effectiveness are conceptually equivalent. Furthermore, multiple scholars 
share the view that in an ever-increasingly global and diverse world, intercultural 
communication competence (ICC), cross-cultural communication competence (CCC) and 
intercultural competence (IC) each warrant continued research interest and share some 
similarity. The time set as inclusion criteria was 2019 and earlier. Recognising this intersection 
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of culture, communication and learning encompasses multiple research disciplines and 
polysemy; the terms intercultural, cultural, cross cultural and multicultural were used in 
combination with communication, competence, measurement and development. Searching 
using terms via Google scholar, and the databases of EBSCO host, Emerald, PsycINFO, 
ProQuest, Social Science Research Network (SSRN) and Web of Science core collections 
generated 604 documents, to which the first inclusion criteria of journal articles, written in 
English with specificity to ICC (and its related cohort of terms) measurement and development 
were applied. Here, it was noted that some disciplines, for example international education, 
comprised research outputs in the form of reports and book sections which if excluded might 
impact the outcome of the review. As such, a set of 49 publications was then identified 
manually on the basis of being book sections or reports, referred to (in more than three 
publications) and specifically focussed on ICC, IC, CQ, GC measurement, assessment or 
development. Precedence for this approach is offered by Arasaratnam’s (2013) review of 
multiculturalism. This review and a small set of research referring to multiculturalism had a 
second impact and lead to the inclusion of the additional search  terms, multicultural 
communication competence and variants. This resulted in the identification of a further 14 
articles some of which were located in healthcare. Gamst and Liang (2013) suggest that for 
over 30 years cultural competence has been identified as salient within healthcare, fostering “a 
plethora of cultural competence models (e.g., Mollen, Ridley, & Hill, 2003) and 
instrumentation (Gamst, Liang, & Der Karabetian, 2011)” (p. 547). More recently, Shen 
(2015), Hladik (2016) and Alizadeh and Chevan (2016), researching within the helping and 
caring professions, have referred to cultural competence and multicultural competence, as well 
as intercultural competence. Hladik (2016) citing Bennett (2009, p. S2) suggests that 
“multicultural competence is the result of multicultural learning” as “acquiring increased 
awareness of subjective cultural context (world view), including one’s own, and developing 
greater ability to interact sensitively and competently across cultural contexts as both an 
immediate and long term effect of exchange” (p. 42). Here, it is noteworthy that Bennett (2009) 
uses the term ‘intercultural’ rather than ‘multicultural’, proffering that multicultural learning 
has two important aspects – it is transferable and it is progressive during the course of time and 
action.  
Then the resulting 667 abstracts and introductions were closely read for fit with 
measurement and 202 doucments were imported into NVivo. An additional decision was then 
made during initial coding, to focus on review style research, comparing models, measurement 
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and measures, as well as papers that stated their objective was to review. Unless cited by journal 
reviews more than 3 times, reflections, commentaries, and theoretical papers were excluded 
Reviews that generally gave focus to multicultural groups or teams were excluded (for 
example, Stahl, Maznevski, Voight & Jonsen’s (2010) meta-analysis on research in 
multicultural work groups. This focus resulted in a tightening of the data sample to fit as ‘a 




Figure 1 Search phase steps undertaken to derive data set 
The number of items identified in the search was checked, given that Arasaratnam’s 
(2015) thematic analysis of a decade of research (2003–2013) of three journals (The Journal 
of Intercultural Communication Research, The International Journal of Intercultural Relations 
and The Journal of International and Intercultural Communication) generate a total of 608 
empirical papers on IC/ICC with samples broader than a single cultural perspective. The 
differentiation is thought to be the inclusion criteria of reviews as compared to empirical 
papers.   
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Data coding and analysis 
Once the data were imported into NVivo, a thematic analysis was undertaken, similar to the 
approaches undertaken by Arasaratnam (2013) and Alizadeh and Chevan (2016). Braun and 
Clarke (2006, p. 79) define thematic analysis as, “a method for identifying, analysing and 
reporting patterns (themes) within data” (p. 79). Initially, the time of publication, journal 
domain, journal, construct domain, type of publication (i.e. book section/chapter, report, 
journal article) and authorship were coded to gain a sense of the ‘demographic’ nature of the 
data set. This is presented in Tables 1 and 2.  
Table 1 Data set profile n=79 
Dimension 
Form of publication      
Journal articles 47 Number of distinct journals 33 
 Journals with publications (>3)   
 International Journal of Intercultural Relations 8 
 Journal of Managerial Psychology 3 
 Intercultural Education 3 
Non-journal articles including    
 Book sections 17 
 Conference or working paper 6 
 Reports 9 
Year of publication Before 1980 0 
 1980–1990 3 
 1991–2000 1 
 2001–2010 34 
 2011–2019 41 
Discipline affinity of publication  
Intercultural communication 20 
Intercultural education  23 
Multidisciplinary focus  19 
International business, management and international human 
resource management 
14 
Intercultural education – foreign language learning and linguistics 13 
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Healthcare and counselling 2  2 10 
Intercultural communication  1 8 9 
Intercultural education. Foreign 
language and linguistics 
  6 6 
Intercultural education 1  11 11 
International business, management 
and international human resource 
management 
  7 6 
Multidisciplinary – * competence   8 10 
 
Content was imported into NVivo 11 for analysis, and thematic coding adopting the 
Braun and Clark (2006) six-step approach was undertaken. First, the data corpus was closely 
read to familiarise the researcher with the data set; next, initial codes were generated. The third 
and fourth steps, searching for and reviewing themes, was complex as the themes and 
subthemes group logically but are not necessarily hierarchical in their relationship to each 
other. This led to phase 5, defining and naming themes, adopting a structure aligned to typical 
research steps or dimensions to produce the results and write-up with some lingering concerns 
about linear form misrepresenting iterative and interrelated holism of each theme to research. 
Here, the emergent themes tether to research design dimensions. In these steps the research 
questions framing coding and analysis were ‘What are the common approach to 
measurement?’, ‘What are the measurement challenges and envisaged remedies?’, and ‘How 
do scholars measure development?’ Arasaratnam (2013) describes “a process of data 
immersion, initial identification of themes and refining of themes where themes are identified 
on the basis of substantive significance (Floersch, Longhofer, Kranke, & Townsend, 2010) in 
that there is consistency in the content/focus of the articles in each theme” (p. 292). Coding the 
study, these questions along with the concept of consilience (Leung & Van de Vijver, 2008; 
Van de Vjiver & Leung, 2009) served as a continual reference point for coding decisions. 
Leung and Van de Vijver (2008) and Van de Vjiver and Leung (2009) describe an 
approach for examining causality in non-experimental research whereby numerous strategies 
are deployed to increase the validity of causal inferences and understanding. They describe a 
consilience approach as “all efforts to strengthen casual inferences by means of providing 
diverse evidence based on a sound theoretical basis, multiple sources of data, different research 
methods, and explicit refutation of alternative interpretations” (Van de Vijver & Leung, 2009, 
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p. 411). They suggest consilience enmeshes numerous aspects (contextual, methodological, 
predictive and exclusive). 
Contextual consilience comprises diverse evidence collected from a wide range of 
cultural contexts and cultural groups. They use the example of “an intercultural competence 
training procedure with a claimed global efficacy … found to yield the predicted improvement 
in communications skills in various countries” (Van de Vijver & Leung, 2009, p. 411). 
Methodological consilience is “the demonstration of a causal relationship with diverse 
methods, such as surveys, experimentation, and longitudinal studies” (Van de Vijver & Leung, 
2009, p. 411), suggesting similarity with practice of triangulation. In turn, predictive 
consilience encompasses how causal theory predictions are evaluated, that “the confirmation 
of these predictions provides strong evidence for this theory” (Van de Vijver & Leung, 2009, 
pp. 411-412). Exclusive consilience requires that no alternative explanation describe the 
evidence for a given causal explanation, whereby “the emergence of conflicting evidence will 
lead to the revision of the causal relationship” (Van der Vijver & Leung, 2009, p. 412).  
 
In the analysis pertaining to this review data set, the broad notion and questioning of 
consilience across models and measures as well as empirical findings (in particular contextual 
and methodological consilience) was adopted. Care was also taken to heed the warning 
pertaining to conceptual level of analysis and to “not to mix individual and culture-level 
characteristics and to ensure that ascriptions of culture level characteristics to individuals can 
be validated or at least defended” (Van de Vjiver & Leung, 2009, p. 412).  
 
Part of the attraction of broadly applying a mind-set of consilience in the coding and 
analysis would offer a flexible yet systematic approach across the multiple research disciplines 
(e.g. psychology, communication, international education, intercultural learning) using 
constructs known to be somewhat related yet with known scholarly discord is problematic if 
the research is not framed by strong process clarity. Furthermore, as Van de Vijver and Leung 
(2009) applied this mind-set to the study of intercultural communication, it is itself an approach 
emergent from the domains. In the coding and analysis process, it was recognised that to 
understand measurement required searching for both consilience or concordance and equally 
discordance. And so the emergent coding is presented in the results, which now follow in table-
style formats referring to exemplar reviews, suggesting themes, sub themes and observations 
for each construct domain and more holistically.  
 
47 
CHAPTER 3: ‘A RECONCILING REVIEW’ 
Results  
The themes to emerge are:  
1. articulation of the need or motivation for measurement;  
2. developing competence;  
3. theoretical frameworks; models and domains;  
4. measurement approaches and challenges; and 
5. future research.  
The thematic order is presented with an internal logic. Some themes and respective 
subthemes share greater general consilience, for example, the need of motivation for 
measurement and future reach agenda, and as such are discussed first. Others present with 
greater specificity for respective construct domains, and on this basis are discussed holistically 
and, in turn, with domain specificity. This applies to the themes and subthemes pertaining to 
the need for measurement instrumentation, method and measurement challenges, the need for 
theoretical framework and model clarity and developing competence. Each of these themes 
when considered within a research domain envisage similar future research agendas in regard 
to addressing methodological challenges. Yet, each domain is perhaps arguably at differing 
stages of evaluating measurement instrumentation in regard to research cross validation of 
measurement instrumentation for the psychometric properties of scales used, for gathering data 
and presenting it within conceptual frameworks, perhaps against criteria such as outcome 
studies, concurrent validity studies and instrument stability over time (Ponterotto et al., 1994). 
As domains, CQ (e.g. Fang, Schei, & Selart, 2018; Ott & Michailova, 2018), research and MCC 
research (e.g. Dunn et al., 2006; Hladik, 2016; Soto, Smith, Griner, Domenech Rodríguez, & 
Bernal, 2018) are perhaps the most evolved, with reviews detailing cross verification of 
instruments usage and performance; however, work of this type also present for 3C/CC (e.g. 
Alizadeh & Chavan, 2016; Matsumoto & Hwang, 2013) and IC/ICC (e.g. Arasaratnam, 2015b; 
Griffith et al., 2016) and GC (e.g. Bücker & Poutsma, 2010; Cumberland, Herd, Alagaraja, & 
Kerrick, 2016; Jokinen, 2005; Mendenhall et al., 2008). Furthermore, some recent work 
appears to be addressing the interface of these domains relatively comparing measurement 
instrumentation, methods and challenges in detail (e.g. Andresen & Bergdolt, 2017; Griffith et 
al., 2016; Leung et al., 2014; Matsumoto and Hwang, 2013). These respective domains are 
presented in Figures A to F, which follow, after which the emergent themes are discussed, in 
turn.   
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Theme – Articulation of the need or motivation for measurement  
It is not surprising that almost every data set item, regardless of domain or time of 
publication, comprises a statement of this type, as this is structural expectation within 
publications of this type. The point of differentiation is the nature of this statement and how it 
is then seen as connecting to a theoretical frame, measurement approach and application. Here, 
theme consensus presents that educators of all types, in higher education, foreign language 
classrooms and healthcare contexts, and human resource practitioners within international 
businesses as well as healthcare organisations and contexts place value in the capacity for 
individuals to be culturally competent. Furthermore, being able to measure this competence for 
the purpose of selection or to evidence development as change resulting from experience, 
training or a programme of learning is seen as desirable or beneficial. This theme comprises 
the motivation to measure, the need for measurement comprising a cluster of responses 
discussing cross-cultural training specifically, broadly shares consilience in regard to the goal 
and perceived benefits, and the drivers of such developments as globalisation and international 
mobility (e.g. Bhawuk, 2009; Kupka & Everett, 2008; Perry & Southwell, 2011) as well as 
technology enabling interactions (e.g. Avgousti, 2018). Two quotes embody motivation and 
perceived need for measurement are: 
In recent years, intercultural competence and intercultural sensitivity research has 
flourished in a variety of contexts: doctors in sensitivity training programs, expatriates 
living abroad, students in international schools, and students in study abroad programs. 
This section summarizes major assessment approaches that have been utilized in the 
study of intercultural competence (Sinicrope, Norris & Watanabe, 2007, p.12). 
As with many institutions that have experienced rapid expansion of international 
student numbers and cultural diversity on campus, the promotion of intercultural 
competence is driven not only by the rhetoric of global citizenship and employability, 
but also by the very practical need to integrate students effectively in mixed-nationality 
learning and assessment groups (Hall, Ainsworth, & Teeling, 2013, p. 4). 
Next, the emergent themes differentiated by domain, are considered after being clearly 
presented in Table 3 and Figures 2–5, respectively. 
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Table 3 Research discipline by domain 
Research discipline Domain 
IC/ICC 3C/CC MCC GC CQ 
Healthcare   2   
Intercultural communication  18 2  2  
Intercultural education (FLE) 13     
Intercultural education (other) 18 5  5 1 
International business, HRM 5   5 4 








Figure 2 A visual representation of research discipline by domain construct  
Observations: 
 Tends to be a micro focus on the individual, sometimes the individual within a dyad, 
team, group or organisation; the CQ and to a lesser extent ICC have been applied as a 
more collective property as compared to an individual capability. 
 Measurement approaches tend to be more positivist and survey-based with Likert-type 
scales in the more concrete or definable contexts; scale items appear similar across the 
variety of scales tending to ‘universal’ knowledge, skills and attitudes rather than 
context-specific understanding.  
 GC* grouping is the most discordant in definitional terminology and of meanings 
with the exception of global competencies in leadership. 
 IC/ICC comprises different focal points with some clustering within intercultural 
education within higher education; however, here distinction presents with regard to 
foreign language education (FLE), and orienting towards measurement and 







Legend: The arc continuum has been adopted to suggest proximal closeness of domains without 
inferring a hierarchical relationship; the arc also reflects a comparatively diffuse context 
definability (left) to more specifiable context definition (right) (e.g. military role, medical dyadic 
interaction with patient, leadership role in international business context). 
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Figure 3 Mapping context and domain construct – Healthcare and foreign language/intercultural education (FL/IE) by IC/ICC, MCC, 3C/CC, 












(e.g. Gibson & Zhong, 2005)
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(e.g. Dunn et al., 2006; Gamst et al., 2004; Hays, 2008; Hladik, 2016; Soto et al., 2018)
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(e.g. Avgousti, 2018; Dervin, 2010; Douglas & Rosvolde, 2018; Fantini, 2009; Fantini &Tirmizi, 2006; Garrett 
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(e.g. Almeida, Simões & Costa, 2012; Bazgan & Popa, 2014; Bennett, 2009; Berardo, 2005; 
Deardorff, 2009, 2011, 2014, 2016; Elosua, 2015; Fantini, 2006, 2009; Hall  et al., 2012; 
Lombardi, 2010; Perry & Southwell, 2011; Rogers & Tan, 2008; Spitzberg & Changnon, 2009; 
Van de Vjiver & Leung, 2009; Yu, 2012)
3C/CC
(e.g. Krentzman & Townsend, 2008; Kumas-Tan, Beagan, Loppie, MacLeod, & Frank, 
2007; Ross & Thornson, 2008)
CQ
GC
(e.g. Leung et al., 2014)  
(e.g. Griffith et al., 2016; Nam & Fry, 2010) 
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(e.g. Deardorff, 2006, 2009; Schauer, 2016; Ting-Toomey & Dorjee, 2015)
3C/CC
(e.g. Matsumoto & Hwang, 2013; Shen, 2014)
CQ 
(e.g Ang et al., 2015; Earley, Murnieks, & Mosakowski, 2007; Kiznyte et al., 2015; 
Ng and Earley, 2006; Ng, Van Dyne & Ang, 2012; Fang et al., 2018; Thomas et al., 
2008
MCC 
(e.g. Arasaratnam, 2013 as multiculturalism*; Gamst & Liang, 2013; Hotifah & 
Hamidah, 2019; Kitaoka, 2005; Soto et al., 2018)
GC
(e.g. Jokinen, 2005; Bücker & Poutsma, 2009; Park, Jeong, Jang, Yoon, & Lim, 2018) 
(e.g. Leung et al., 2014)  
(e.g. Andresen & Bergdolt, 2017) 
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Theme – Developing competence  
Collectively, this dataset suggests that over time there has been crystallisation of what 
competence is but that it still is itself “a contested conceptual site” (Spitzberg & Changnon, 
2006, p. 6). Competence has been “conceptually equated with a set of abilities or skills and at 
other times a subjective evaluative impression” (Spitzberg & Changnon, 2009, p. 6) with some 
tendency to view competence as comprising knowledge or cognitive understandings (K), skills 
or behavioural capacities (S), attitudes and awareness (A) and other (O) such as openness (e.g. 
Andresen & Bergdolt, 2017; Bennett, 2009; Perry & Southwell, 2011). Competence has also 
being assigned the dimensions of being both effective and appropriate. For example, Spitzberg 
and Changnon (2009) offer that:  
Competence has been variously equated with understanding (e.g., accuracy, 
clarity, co-orientation, overlap of meanings), relationship development (e.g., 
attraction, intimacy), satisfaction (e.g., communication satisfaction, relational 
satisfaction, relational quality), effectiveness (e.g., goal achievement, efficiency, 
institutional success, negotiation success), appropriateness (e.g., legitimacy, 
acceptance, assimilation), and adaptation. Each of these criteria of competence 
has been defended or criticized elsewhere (see McCroskey, 1982; Parks, 1985; 
Spitzberg, 1993, 1994a, 1994b, 2000, 2003; Spitzberg & Cupach, 1984, 1989, 
2002) … the former meaning is by far the most common approach and fits with 
the more normative semantic sense of the term. There are, however, numerous 
problems with such an approach. The same behavior or skill may be perceived 
as competent in one context but not another or by one perceiver but not another 
and thus no particular skill or ability is likely universally “competent” 
(Spitzberg, 2000, 2007; Spitzberg & Cupach, 1984, 2002) (p. 6).  
 
Citing Lucia and Lepsinger (1999), Cumberland et al. (2016, p. 311) suggest the “term 
‘competency’ has traditionally been used to describe specific knowledge, skills, and 
characteristics required to be effective on the job” (p. 311); in so doing they infer context 
impacts competence. This reiterates the aforementioned point that being effective and 
appropriate are likely context bound and determined by others assessing the engagement 
(Dragichi, 2005).  
Numerous scholars share the view that competence can be learned or developed (e.g. 
Boyatzis, 2008; Elosúa, 2015; Griffith et al., 2016; Solomon & Steyn, 2017), noting that it takes 
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time and motivation (Bennett, 2009). Furthermore, some consensus is present that this learning 
needs to be by doing or experience based (W. Chang, 2017) or via immersion within the context 
such as study abroad (Bradford et al., 1998; Fantini & Tirmizi, 2006). However, Cumberland 
et al. (2016) suggest exposure alone is insufficient. Moreover, here some scholars note that 
learning might not always be linear (Garret Rucks, 2014), that it is a continuing process subject 
to moments of stagnation and even regressions (Fantini, 2009; Dervin 2010). Dervin (2010, p. 
162) citing Zarate (2003, p. 113) suggests that “intercultural competences ought be discussed 
in the plural as they can be found in various stages of unfixed development” (p. 162). Bücker 
and Poutsma (2009) define competences “as capabilities to perform effectively (in a cross-
cultural situation/as a transnational manager), which consist of knowledge, skills, abilities, 
personality, and behavioural repertoires”, comprising both a “potential but also an intent to act” 
(p. 832). 
Elosúa (2015, pp. 77-78) suggests that intentionality is required within programmes and 
educational institutions if competence is to be developed. Drawing upon the work of Deardorff 
(2006, 2009) and Spitzberg and Changnon (2009), Elosúa  summarises continuing issues, and 
asks whether motivation, knowledge and skills are genuinely separable, as well as the raising 
concerns regarding the nature of the concept of adaptability. Adaptability has not been 
measured to a high degree of validity, remains partially conceptualised and understood, and 
behaves inconsistently along with the inherent possibility of ethno-centrism by way of 
development being bound to Anglo Saxon premised contexts and concepts.  
Competency is observed to be framed in two ways, first as successful adjustment, 
acculturation or adaptation (e.g. Hannigan, 1990; Griffith et al., 2016; Matsumoto & Hwang, 
2013), or as a six-stage continuum ranging from enthno-relative to ethno-centric (e.g. Bennett, 
2009; Garett Rucks, 2014; Ting-Toomey & Dorjee, 2015).  
The consensus is that competence is malleable or learnable, likely resulting from 
experiential learning, comprising cognitive, behaviour and attitudinal dimensions. The nature 
and trajectory of this competence continues to be contested. The theoretical framing of 
competence shows differing mind-set regarding the nature of development encompassing how 
development transpires, what this looks like, if it is linear and stage-like or predictable with 
some questioning if development is always moving towards enhanced competence. 
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Theme – Theoretical frames, models, measure and measurement challenges  
It confirms a continuing definitional quagmire with various nomenclature, labels and polysemy 
challenging shared understanding (Arasaratnam 2013, 2015). It finds too much general 
consensus, typically within a domain, but not necessarily always (e.g. Earley et al., 2007; Ott 
& Michailova, 2018; D. C. Thomas et al., 2008), while both similarity and differences in 
theoretical frames abound across the domains of IC/ICC/CQ and GC with regard to 
measurement approaches, perceived challenges and definitions. For example, Perry & 
Southwell (2011, p. 457) suggest “concord between Arasaratnam and Doerfel’s (2005) study” 
articulating the “five qualities associated with intercultural communication competence as 
empathy, intercultural experience/training, motivation, global attitude and ability to listen well 
in conversation” and Deardorff’s models of intercultural competence. Pockets of scholarship 
also present contrasting theoretical frameworks and models but this work is incomplete, uncut 
by a lack of definitional clarity, whereby at the surface things seem to share understanding but 
digging deeper finds a lack of shared understanding and clarity (Holliday, 2016). It also tends 
to be recent (Andresen & Bergdolt, 2017; Griffith et al., 2016), or within a domain (e.g. Dunn 
et al., 2006; Soto et al., 2018). 
Arasaratnam (2016) uses the subheading “clarification of nomenclature” (p. 3) opening 
with citation of Spitzberg and Changnon’s (2009) definition of intercultural competence as “the 
appropriate and effective management of interaction between people who, to some degree or 
another, represent different or divergent affective, cognitive, and behavioral orientations to the 
world” (p. 3). Arasaratnam’s (2016) use of this term, nomenclature, infers it applies with 
specialist meaning, as a system of understanding. Adopting a system orientation provides 
insight as to how these emergent themes fit together; each is related to stages of a process. Each 
theme emerges from the application of the research questions as a lens to focus on research 
method understandings, considering consilience, discordance and challenges associated with 
measurement and instruments in each respective review. Arasaratnam (2016) suggests also that 
defining “what intercultural competence is not is just as important as explaining what it is” (p. 
3), and advances that: 
Conceptually, intercultural competence is not equivalent to acculturation, 
multiculturalism, biculturalism, or global citizenship—although intercultural 
competence is a significant aspect of them all. [Furthermore] Semantically, 
intercultural efficiency, cultural competence, intercultural sensitivity, 
intercultural communication competence, cross-cultural competence, and global 
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competence are some of the labels with which students of intercultural 
competence might be familiar (p. 3). 
Multiplicity in nomenclature is a factor pushing researchers to strive for conceptual clarity or 
consensus (e.g. Arasaratnam, 2016; Bradford et al., 2000; Deardorff, 2006). Arasaratnam 
(2016) notes that the usage of terms is somewhat discipline related, “in communication 
literature, intercultural competence and intercultural communication competence are used 
interchangeably”, and that in contrast, in the healthcare sciences, “cultural competence is the 
label with which intercultural competence is described” (p. 4). IC research has a rich legacy of 
interest from researchers in multiple disciplines. Arasaratnam (2016) encourages focus at the 
level of operationalisation of what is being studied, rather than going by the label of 
effectiveness and appropriateness in intercultural communication  
Hu and Fan (2011) suggest “it is well known that intercultural communication is 
influenced by many social science disciplines such as anthropology, psychology, linguistics, 
communication, sociology and philosophy (Harman & Briggs, 1991; Hart, 1999; Hu, 1999, 
2004; Samovar et al., 2000), which intercultural communication scholars identified as the 
interdisciplinary characteristics” (p. 556). Furthermore, that as “a mixture of many social 
science disciplines, the methods to conduct intercultural communication research are various’ 
(Hu & Fan, 2011, p. 556, citing Hu, 2004; Korzenny & Korzenny, 1984). Where researchers 
tend to adopt methods of fit for their respective field affiliations, anthropologists tend to use 
qualitative methods like observation and interview, psychologists tend to use quantitative data 
and linguists collect specific language data (Hu & Fan, 2011).  
Measurement approaches within an identifiable domain tend to gravitate to some form 
of Likert-type scale, with challenges listed as a reliance on self-report measures and data; 
embedded Eurocentrism with items; a range of reliability and validity testing issues within each 
domain; a progressively systematic orientation to measurement and results reporting different 
outcome study data findings (perhaps in relation to context); and debate of instrument stability 
testing over time. Repeated calls for mixed method approaches present (e.g. K. Leung et al., 
2014; N. Richter, van Bakel, Schlaegel, & Lemmergaard, 2020), often bound to intercultural 
education as a field (e.g. Deardorff, 2006, 2009, 2016) with a small, growing grouping of 
research of this type (Feng, 2016; Ferreira-Lopes & Van Rompay-Bartels, 2020; Glikson & 
Erez, 2019). 
Across the domains, measures share a similar purpose and broadly comprise similar 
dimensions. Scholars argue for the need to address self-report measure but across all fields. CQ 
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is possibly the most empirically tested and supported conceptualisation, especially within 
international business. However, relative examination of this conceptualisation with other 
theoretical frameworks is nascent with comparison emerging (see for example ICC: Griffith et 
al., 2016; CQ: Ott and Michailova 2018; CC: Matsumoto & Hwang, 2013; GC: Andresen & 
Bergdolt 2017). Very few papers give clear instructions to researchers regarding how to do 
quality research and navigate these hurdles, and especially concerning mixed methods and 
theoretical frames including clear mechanisms for development. The measurement and model 
criticisms are not new nor recent. There are patches of consensus but generally, there is both a 
blurring and a neglect of context within the cultural general approaches of IC/ICC and CQ. 
There is also a tendency to consider the learning experience contexts of sojourns or study abroad 
as the same as virtual or team engagements.  
One simple position to make sense of the relationship of the domains to each other (and 
provide simplification and clarity) is to consider GC as a contextual form of ICC based within 
the international organisational context, and MCC as a contextual form of ICC in healthcare. 
However, this construction does not account for all of the variety, and to suggest a shared 
theoretical and meta-theoretical origin is a stretch. Some reviews attempt to address this 
contextual space. For example, Lewis (2006) discusses collaboration interaction in a 
communication context, situating individuals within relational dyads. Avgousti (2019) and Yu 
(201) specifically each delineate an online or technology context. In turn, in the MCC/CC/ 
multicultural communication counselling competence (MCCC) domains within healthcare 
there is also an acknowledgement that power within the doctor–patient interaction is less 
evident across the managerial, group and teaching perspectives. Here, power speaks to the 
issues of language, education or knowledge and interactional context (e.g. Gamst & Liang, 
2013; Shen, 2015; Soto et al., 2018). 
Van de Vjiver and Leung (2009) suggest “the most important challenge in the field of 
intercultural competence is not methodological but conceptual” with a lack of clear theory in 
regard to “core elements, structure and nomological network of intercultural competence” (p. 
406) and the fit of this competence within actual intercultural encounters. They advance the 
need for integrated, “comprehensive, in-depth research on the various issues related to 
intercultural competence” (Van de Vjiver & Leung, 2009, p. 416), longitudinal studies and 
adequately designed intervention studies to assess efficacy, where perhaps a researcher might 
consider the approaches undertaken by CQ and MCC specifically. 
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Theme – Future research agendas and trends 
Researchers are calling for inquiry to reconcile the measurement challenges of self-report, and 
eurocentrism. They also argue for adopting multifaceted measurement approaches (Almeida, 
Simões, & Costa, 2012; Gamst & Liang, 2013; Griffith et al., 2016; K. Leung et al., 2014). This 
includes continuing to address measurement by further testing and validation of measures and 
models already developed and establish construct validity by rigorous testing (Alizadeh & 
Chavan, 2016; Gamst & Liang, 2013). Here, too, some advance the adoption of a critical view 
(Bücker, Furrer, Poutsma, & Buyens, 2014; Croucher, Sommier, & Rahmani, 2015; Halualani 
et al., 2009; Willink, Gutierrez-Perez, Shukri, & Stein, 2014), to address debates over 
terminology by considering the very nature of what is ‘intercultural communication’ 
(Alexander et al., 2014; Crouchier et al., 2015). In addition, this view would clarify 
understanding of relationships between sub-dimensions (Griffith et al., 2016), to examine in 
particular the mechanisms and extent of development (Berardo, 2005; Fang et al., 2018) and to 
develop alternatives to self-reports (Deardorff, 2006, 2009, 2016; Gabrenya et al., 2012; Gamst 
& Liang, 2014; Griffith et al., 2016; Leung et al., 2014). It would also develop stronger 
instruments by examining the relative performance of measures (e.g. Gamst & Liang, 2013; 
Matsumoto & Hwang, 2013) and address the potential Eurocentrism implicit within both 
models and measures (Arasaratnam, 2015a; Bazgan & Popa, 2014; Elosúa, 2015; Y. Y. Kim, 
2015; Kupka & Everett, 2008). Here, Gamst and Liang (2013) in the domain of MCC suggest 
increased scrutiny of instruments related to Cronbach’s alphas, demonstrated temporal stability, 
social desirability checks, demonstrated ecological validity, the utilisation of exploratory and 
confirmatory factor analyses, demonstrated convergent, divergent or discriminant validity and 
criterion related validity. In so doing, they echo calls made by other MCC scholars (e.g. Dunn 
et al., 2006; Krentzman & Townsend, 2008; Kumas-Tan, Beagan, Loppie, MacLeod, & Frank, 
2007, with CC in a health context).  
Scholars have repeatedly called for greater methodological diversity in the measurement 
of intercultural competence. Deardorff (2006) notes that intercultural competence assessments 
should include a “mix of quantitative and qualitative methods including interviews, 
observation, and judgment by self and others” (p. 241). Similarly, Gelfand, Imai, and Fehr 
(2008, p. 384) advise “that future research on cultural intelligence would benefit from having 
methodological diversity in assessing such a complex construct, as has been done for other 
intelligence constructs” (p. 384). Leung et al. (2014) encourage “multilevel frameworks [that] 
integrate micro and macro perspectives and have the potential to offer a rich understanding of 
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how intercultural competence drives organizational outcomes” (p. 504) and move from a focus 
solely on the individual. While ever-increasingly sophisticated models present they need to 
explicate “structural relationships between trait-, attitude/worldview- and capability-based 
competencies” (Leung et al., 2014, p. 504).Furthermore, this embraces “efforts to span different 
levels of analysis and to include boundary conditions for the effectiveness of intercultural 
competence” (Leung et al., 2014, p.504), and aligns with the position that future IC research 
needed to adopt dynamic view, considering the temporal nature of development which places 
focus on context (Leung et al., 2014) and possible includes communicator role.  Similarly Fang 
et al. (2018) call for further examination of the culture universal – culture specific dimensions 
and to enmesh this understanding with context. 
 
Discussion 
The research aim of this paper was to reconcile and map understandings in measurement as 
well as to consider the inherent research challenges and approaches to address these challenges. 
This paper adds value by drawing together the research reviewing the state of understanding 
across the interrelated domains of IC/ICC, 3C/CC, MCC, GC and CQ. It identifies that research 
continuing to reconcile domains from within, (for example, Garret Rucks’ (2014) examination 
of Byram and Bennett within ICC) has utility and is ongoing. It suggests too that work bridging 
across domains is emerging, for example, Andresen & Bergdolt (2017) bridging GC and IC, 
Griffith et al. (2016) bridging GC and ICC, and Leung et al. (2014) bridging IC and CQ. This 
bridging work comprises differing orientations as comparison of differing theoretical 
conceptualisations (for example Andresen and Bergdolt, 2017) within a research domain, in 
contrast to work conceptually comparing measures. For example Griffith et als. (2016) review 
a range of measures from the perspective of higher education and Leung et als. (2014) 
conceptual review of IC models and dimensions calling for empirical comparison of the 
performance of different measures, as well as striving for greater conceptual alignment whereby 
“researchers examine a wider range of outcomes in intercultural contexts with multiple 
measures of the same intercultural competence dimension to differentiate their usefulness” 
(Leung et al, 2014, p. 505). This study finds there is continued need for synthesis and field 
reconciliation. Much has been achieved and yet siloes have led to drilling down and that the 
bridging of ideas has attenuated. It suggests that the listed measurement challenges prevail and 
that clarity regarding level and the interrelation of the nature of competence and development 
with informant measures to explore competency as isomorphic attribution (Bhawuk, 2009) 
might be fruitful areas of future study.  
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Strengths and limitations of this approach – ‘A review of reviews’ 
This approach captures a data corpus that is the scholarly reflections and reviews of the study 
of intercultural competence in the broadest definitional sense and as such identifies the across-
domain considerations. This is a different perspective to a fine-grain drilling comparing a model 
or theoretical frame within a specifically defined construct. The challenge inherent is polysemy; 
however, the potential advantage is a stocktake of research challenges and approaches to 
address these challenges across a broad field. Nam and Fry (2010) suggest that universities have 
traditionally emphasised the development of cognitive and analytical skills and as a result 
disciplinary silos predominate where concepts like global literacy and intercultural competence 
do not easily fit, and that this needs to be addressed if these capacities are to be achieved in 
higher education. 
However, this paper does offer contribution via synthesis. Synthesis has been articulated 
as growth whereby “growth requires critique, deconstruction, and the clashing of perspectives” 
(Halualani et al., 2009, p. 32). Here, Halualani et al. (2009, p. 32) articulate growth as the raising 
of junctures, as transformation, and attention being afforded to “difficult-to-traverse realities 
(colonized cultures and identities, structured inequalities, rampant marginalization), to the 
multi-paradigmatic, and contested engagement of intercultural communication communities, 
contexts, issues, and realities from all possible (and often conflicting) angles” (p. 32).  
This qualitative analysis of reviews considering measurement challenges and findings 
articulated in these reviews deployed CADCAS methods and was operationalised as a thematic 
review (O'Kane, 2020; O’Kane, Smith, & Lerman, 2019). As doctoral work, this qualititayive 
inquiry also was completed as a single research, single coder’s study. Typically studies of this 
type use multiple researchers, whereby coding is cross-verified within a research team 
(Arasaratnam, 2013). However, while often the case that research of this type is the product of 
a research team and dialogue, this is not strictly mandatory. Indeed, Arasaratnam’s (2013) 
thematic analysis review, through a process of data immersion, initial identification of themes 
and refining of themes, is study reliant upon a single researcher identifying and categorising 
themes where the central focus of their review was ICC research topics of interest over the past 
decade. 
Conclusion 
Scholars have given paid research attention to be able to characterise and quantify the nature 
and relationship of intercultural training and experiential learning; however, the 
characterisation of the quantum of development for an individual is hamstrung by an 
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overabundance of definitions, models and measures. Calls have been made for synthesis, which 
would likely include measurement comparison, and for the integration of research and mixed 
method approaches (Deardorff, 2006, 2016), for the deeper exploration of the role of context in 
development (Leung et al., 2014). Research comparing domains is emerging (e.g. Andresen & 
Bergoldt, 2017; Griffith et al., 2016; Nam and Fry, 2010); however, scholarship tends to 
continue to examine within domains. Here, a contribution might be made by exploring and 
reconciling context-affiliated measures, for example, multicultural communication 
competence, multicultural communication counselling competence, with global (leadership) 
competencies and more multidisciplinary or cultural general approaches such as ICC or CQ. In 
terms of ICC, with the magnitude of models and measures, much work within the domain is yet 
to be undertaken. Furthermore, increasingly reviews that are specific to merging contexts 
present, for example online collaboration contexts enabled by technology in higher education 
classrooms as well as workplaces (Avgousti, 2019; O’Dowd, 2011; Yu, 2011). 
With regard to student development of competences effective and appropriate for 
diverse and global organisations, this review of reviews suggests numerous models and measure 
of the development of competence present, many of which need further testing in terms of 
temporal stability, comparative nature and development context. Most research confines itself 
to deepening understanding within a construct or domain, where it is further evidence that 
increasingly considers measurement instruments, but across-domain study of measurement is 
minimal and neglects consideration of methodological strengths and developments evident 
within domain-framed study. Emerging cross-domain work is identified and it is suggested that 
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CHAPTER DISCUSSION  
As a ‘review of reviews’, it offers insight across the respective domains, suggesting that 
the MCC and CC literatures of the medical and healthcare context have greater specificity, 
accounting for the interactional context within which individuals engage. Some domains have 
more reviews within each respective domain-associated measurement instruments but 
collectively as a broad grouping they each list similar research challenges. The influence of 
context upon development is almost implicit that every intercultural context will develop the 
same shifts and changes and that these are always linear and moving towards enhanced 
performance, as well as stability, and, hence, are transferable across context. However, 
investigating this more deeply requires addressing measurement challenges. 
Peng, Zhu and Wu’s (2020) recent bibliometric analysis of ICC confirms many of the 
research scholars and papers comprising this review, but drilling down within a literature does 
not address across-field learning and integration of these learnings. Chen (2017) lists the 
conceptual issues needing reconciliation as 
 the meaning of ICC; traits vs state, effectiveness versus appropriateness, universal vis-
à-vis cultural specific, and knowledge as compared to performance, competence and models 
for ICC. They suggest, “the main disagreement is the boundary of context” (Chen, 2017, p. 
351), which encompasses both a defining of context and of competence. Again, this confirms 
the general findings of the presented Paper 1 with Peng et al. (2020) not included due to timing 
within the data set. 
This review paper adopts a focal point of measurement and reveals a rich heritage of 
measures, often quantitative in nature, but not always, that tend to use Likert-type scales reliant 
upon self-report. Much work has been undertaken to develop measures and yet many of these 
are not fully tested and perhaps have limitations that need further consideration. Leung et al. 
(2014, p.505) “recommend that researchers examine a wider range of outcomes in intercultural 
contexts with multiple measures of the same intercultural competence dimension to 
differentiate their usefulness” (p.505). Citing Van de Vijver & Leung (2009), Leung et al. 
(2014, p.505) suggest  
that measures of intercultural competence should meet standards of 
psychometric properties and demonstrate measurement equivalence across 
cultures. A range of new measures has emerged, but research to validate them is 
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still in its infancy. In particular, more work needs to demonstrate similarity in 
factor structure and measurement equivalence across cultures for these measures 
(p. 505). 
Drawing upon recognition that just exposing individuals to culture in a context is 
insufficient to develop competency, which suggests that context and how we engage in the 
development of intercultural competences is key, further strengthens the merit of comparing 
measures within bounded contexts such as experiences within GVTs. Here, scholars have 
offered much detail about how to bring about engagement and development within the myriad 
differing classrooms, including study abroad exchanges and foreign language learning. It also 
opens the possibility that a ‘bad’ classroom experience within experiential GVTS might also be 
negative to the development of intercultural competence learning.  
 
Mapping of measurement approaches and challenges: Looking forward 
Numerous measures have been identified; enmeshing a number of differing types of 
models, yet reconciling models with measures remains incomplete (Arasaratnam, 2015a, 2016; 
Deardorff, 2015; Fantini, 2009). Work in each construct domain has started to reconcile 
measure performance, item composition, reliability and validity data with consideration of work 
spanning across constructs and work undertaken within constructs (Andresen & Bergdolt, 2017; 
Griffith et al., 2016; Matsumoto & Hwang, 2013; Reid, 2012; Varela, 2019; Vegh & Luu, 
2018). The inherent challenge is the reconciliation of the polysemy created by numerous 
nomenclature and labels (B. Alexander et al., 2014; Arasaratnam, 2014).  
Two IC models identified as of future research interest are Deardorff’s (2006) process 
and pyramid model and Leung et al.’s (2014) in situ model of ICC. These models reiterate the 
salience of context upon the development of the individual, what competence might look like 
in differing contexts, along the view that individual competence is in relationship to the 
interactions within any dyad, group, team and organisation. There is a need for the micro-
individual perspective and what development might in turn look like, a need for contextual 
consideration and inherent challenges of being the majority with power (Medina-López-Portillo 
& Sinnigen, 2009). Here too, Willink et al. (2014), drawing upon the scholarship of Halualani 
and Nakayama (2010) and Crenshaw (2008), offer that “ontological, epistemological and 
axiological commitments impact methodological choices” (p. 292) and focus on the importance 
of criticality via “interrogating power systems that inform intercultural communication 
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practices” (p. 292). Citing Fantini (2009), Nam and Fry (2010) contend that before using any 
instrument it is important to ascertain if the measure aligns with the outcome intended to be 
measured, and that different measures have differing applications.  
In bringing to the fore a focus on how development is evidenced and the measurement of 
change to demonstrate that a programme or experience has contributed to this change. This 
review identifies the need for clarity concerning how measurement is operationalised and how 
analyses are undertaken. Here, prevailing measurement challenges are the use of self-report 
Likert-type scales, and language issues in the form of polysemy, as well as the meaning of terms 
used for diverse individuals. Leung et al., (2014, p. 505) suggest self-reports have a place and 
may reveal “valuable performance related information about an individual” (p. 505). 
Furthermore, while mixed methods are seen as a way forward, much work is needed to 
synthesise and reconcile the models, measures and theoretical frames to which these respective 
models belong. Here, the need to reconcile context within these understandings, in particular 
face-to-face interactions in synchronous time as compared to technology-enabled contexts that 
are likely both synchronous and asynchronous in nature. Here, the intercultural communication 
literature has much to offer, as does the intercultural learning and education literature, along 
with cross-cultural psychology and international business, human resource development and 
the teams or small-group literature. The rich, ever-evolving and diverse heritage of research is 
perhaps not something to bemoan. However, it does reiterate the challenge of synthesis and the 
value of broad multidisciplinary reflection upon the nature of similar research. Not all effective 
and appropriate interactions leads to the same relational changes and possibly not all learning 
experiences develop competences. Moreover, this leads implicitly to the current assumption 
that all relational changes are positive or forward moving as a result of competence.  
Classroom and course studies examining the outcome of IC-ICC development efforts 
seemingly continue to under consider context. However, this is certainly an emerging research 
thread. Recent studies such as Traylor and Caligiuri’s (2019) study of the effect of a close friend 
upon the development of cultural agility while on a study abroad experience is one such 
exemplar. However, collectively, context is less considered than it might be. One exception, is 
the context of the medical training of those in helping healthcare professions (e.g., Hladik, 2016; 
Shen, 2015), most especially the articulation of the dimensions inherent to the context such that 
comparison can be made. In particular, the structural aspects of this context, encompassing role 
and power are given focus.  
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This is somewhat surprising, international business comprises a focal point of context 
(Devita, 2000; Gallardo-Gallardo, Thurnisson & Scullion, 2020; Kahiya, 2020). Moreover, the 
organisational need for human resource talent which includes the need to develop culturally 
capable (using an array of definitional approaches IC, ICC, 3C, MCC) individuals for future 
work role contexts is a point of scholarly consensus, as is the observation that technology has 
and continues to influence the interconnections of individuals globally. Within the international 
business domain, global competence presents and might be characterised as a managerial and 
global business orientation of ICC (e.g. Bücker & Poutsma, 2010), yet this contextualisation 
implies increased global connectedness without consideration of how this is being technology 
engaged with. The information science management and communication media literatures gives 
focus somewhat to virtual context and contributes broadly to the GVT literature (Malhotra & 
Majchrzak, 2004, 2014; Morrison-Smith & Ruiz, 2020; Powell, Piccoli & Ives, 2004). Much 
GVT and VT literature orients to the team, leadership and performance (Gibson et al., 2014; 
Gilson et al., 2015; Jimenez et al., 2017) within which there is recognition of the individual, 
other team members and the dynamics of them engaging with each other. In development, 
learning experiences comprising different forms are used with the contextual features of these 
contexts described but incomplete recognition of the similarities and differences of these 
contexts relative to each other, and a general inattention to the comparative nature of these 
settings. An inherent aspect of which is a lack of shared vocabulary both within and across 
research disciplines to delineate the sophisticated nuances of the settings. This perhaps relates 
to the Kim’s (2001, p.141) point that it is generally agreed that “the IC domain excludes studies 
of mass-mediated and other technological forms of communication within and across different 
cultural and subcultural systems” (p. 141) and that these technology-mediated communication 
activities fit within the international communication and comparative mass communication 
domains. However, global virtual teams bridge both contextual spaces with technology and 
intercultural communication diversity affecting praxis.  
 
Deploy a single measure (ICC or CQ) or two measures (ICC and CQ)? 
This paper and chapter cement the decision, made early on, to choose to deploy two 
measures to capture cultural learning in the empirical paper comprising Chapter 5 (Paper 3). 
This intersect, reveals two strands which each focus on an individual’s capabilities: the 
measurement of ICC as development and the characterising of virtual and intercultural 
communication capability. At the time of making decisions as to which measures to use (2015–
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early 2016), less research has used this scale with time 1 (pre) and time 2 (post) application 
(e.g. Bücker & Poutsma, 2015; Erez et al., 2013; Taras et al., 2013). The study was designed to 
be an evaluation of student development and the comparative consideration of measures of 
intercultural and virtual competence within GVT experiences. One aim was to consider the 
learning trajectories of individuals with a matched approach to collecting survey data and 
considering each student’s learning as a case. This might then allow future and additional 
research to build qualitative data into methodologies. The plan was to adopting two culture 
generic approaches: one being CQ via the 20-item CQS scale, and the other then being a 
measure for ICC along with two measures of virtual competences. 
 It also suggests that comparing this with IC/ICC measures would be of interest and has 
yet to be achieved (Leung et al., 2014). It finds that the construct of CQ is well researched and 
somewhat validated (Van Dyne, Ang, & Koh, 2009; Van Dyne et al., 2012) and in particular in 
the study of international business students engaging in experiential learning within GVTs 
(Taras et al., 2013, Zwerg-Villegas & Martinez-Diaz, 2016). A frontrunner was the CQS 
measure of CQ (Ang et al., 2009). Contemplating measures, the use of a somewhat validated, 
well known measure with a less considered measure seemed plausible and novel, especially if 
the alternate measure was ‘similar albeit distinct’ 
Van Dyne et al. (2012) suggest, “the integration of research on intelligence and culture 
offers a novel and elegant theoretical framework for thinking about intercultural competencies 
(Ang et al., 2007; Gelfand et al., 2008; Ng & Earley, 2006)” (p. 31). CQ is described as 
theoretically precise and cohesive, comprising a multifaceted set of intercultural capabilities 
and integrative across disciplines and domains (Ang et al., 2007; Gelfand et al., 2008; Ng et al., 
2012).  
Within the context of study abroad where students engage in physical and immersive 
experiences, CQ has been deployed. MacNab, and colleagues (Brislin & Worthley 2012; 
MacNab & Worthley, 2012), Shokef, et al. (2008), Eisenberg et al. (2013) and Ng et al. (2012) 
collectively suggest that “studies have examined the impact of international experience in study 
abroad style programs on the development of CQ” (Ng et al., 2012, pp. 38-39). Specifically, 
participation in virtual and multicultural teams comprising members from five distinct countries 
for a period of four weeks showed change in their metacognitive CQ, motivational CQ and 
behavioural CQ (Shokef & Erez, 2008, as cited by Ng et al., 2012). Similarly, using a pre- and 
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post-intervention design, MacNab (2011) shows that experiential learning and social contact 
principles positively influence CQ development.  
Ng et al. (2012) suggest individual differences influence CQ development. Ng et al. 
(2012) suggest the greatest CQ development for those experiencing international and 
intercultural contexts for the first time, indicating that cross-cultural experiences and 
development programmes are more efficacious with individuals with lower CQ (Wilson & 
Stewart 2009, as cited by Ng et al. 2012; Wilson, Stewart and Miles, 2014). Individuals high in 
self-efficacy develop CQ in experiential cross-cultural training programmes (MacNab & 
Worthley, 2012), while Kim and Van Dyne (2010) demonstrate that intercultural contact 
facilitates CQ development more so for cultural majority members. Recently, Fang et al. (2018) 
reviewed the research on culture intelligence as having direct and indirect effects and as a 
moderator and mediator. This review also considered research exploring the development of 
CQ resulting from multiple forms of teaching interventions. Fang et al. (2018) present a mixed 
bag of results and findings for the influence of intercultural experience upon the development 
of CQ. They offer as example, Mosakowski, Calic, and Earley’s (2013) service learning project, 
showing development of metacognitive and motivational CQ but limited effects on behavioural 
CQ, and King de Ramírez’s (2015) student-led workshops showing efficacy enhancing 
metacognitive and behavioural CQ. Fang et al. (2018), proffer that research has shown a range 
of results for how all four CQs improve with training in a variety of forms: 
including lectures (Buchtel, 2014), classroom training (Rehg, Gundlach & 
Grigorian, 2012; Reichard et al., 2014; Reichard et al., 2015), international 
exchange study (Chao, Takeuchi, & Farh, 2017; McRae, Ramji, Lu, and 
Lesperance 2016; Varela & Gatlin-Watts, 2014), short-term study tour abroad 
(Wood & St Peters, 2014), cultural simulation games and role-play (Bücker & 
Korzilius, 2015; Fischer, 2011, Prosbitero & Toldano, 2017), distance courses 
with partners from Korea (Ko et al., 2015), various project team approaches 
(Alexandra, 2016; McNab & Worthley, 2012; MacNab, Brislin & Worthley, 
2012; Rosenblatt, Worthley & MacNab, 2012), experiential project teams 
including virtual and multicultural project teams (Erez et al., 2013; Taras et al., 
2013), cross cultural management courses (Eisenberg et al., 2013), stays such as 
internships or deployment missions in some form (Şahin et al., 2014) (pp. 154-
155).  
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Fang et al. (2018) summarise these findings as showing that experiential training seems 
to be most effective for the development of motivational CQ (Taras et al., 2013) and behavioral 
CQ (Ko et al., 2015), while classroom training (including lectures and role-plays, as well as 
simulation games) appears to be most conducive for the development of metacognitive CQ and 
cognitive CQ (Buchtel, 2014; Bücker et al., 2014; Eisenberg et al., 2013; Rehg, Gundlach, & 
Grigorian, 2012). Some of these studies used pre- and post-testing of cultural intelligence scale 
(CQS) (Alexandra, 2018; MacNab et al., 2012; MacNab & Worthley, 2012; Rosenblatt et al., 
2013).  
Roux, Suzuki, Matsuda, and Goda (2020), as part of a larger project examining 
instructional design (ID) theory and the development of cultural intelligence (CQ), proffer that 
educators “continue to rely on existing learning theories, such as experience-based learning 
(EBL), to explore the utilization of new technologies, applications and tools” and that “research 
suggests that an integrated pedagogy for the development of intercultural competence remains 
underdeveloped” (p. 29). Drawing upon students’ reflective self-assessment data, they find 
indications that EBL “impact on participants’ perceived identity, cognitive development, values 
and belief systems, as well as behaviors toward others”, suggesting CQ development; however, 
they caution “the exact role of EBL in these gains is difficult to trace and will continue to require 
further investigation” (Roux, Suzuki, Matsuba, & Goda, 2020, p. 29).  
The development of CQ has also been shown to differ in some individuals as compared 
to others in regard to personality type. More specifically, “individuals with higher extraversion 
improved metacognitive CQ and behavioral CQ more than did individuals low on extraversion 
and individuals with higher openness improved motivational CQ more than individuals with 
low openness” (Fang et al., 2018, p. 154). Fang et al. (2018) suggest antecedents of self-efficacy 
and the trait of open-mindedness are both positively associated with CQ development (Fischer, 
2011; MacNab & Worthley, 2012; MacNab et al., 2012; Rehg et al., 2012). Fang et al. (2018) 
describe a variety of findings examining the longitudinal impact of intercultural training on CQ 
development, whereby the length of training varied in duration from two hours (Reichard, 
Dollwet, & Louw-Potgieter, 2014) to six months (Şahin, Gurbuz, & Köksal, 2014) and in the 
use of control groups (e.g. Buchtel, 2014; Bücker & Korzilius, 2015; Eisenberg et al., 2013; 
Ramsey & Lorenz, 2016). Here, findings suggest training differentially influences CQ 
development. Fang et al. (2018) cite McRae, Ramji, Lu, and Lesperance’s (2016) study finding 
that “students who spend a semester working abroad improve their metacognitive and 
behavioral CQ, while students who spend a semester studying abroad increase their cognitive 
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CQ” (p. 155). Here also, Fischer (2011) suggests that “cognitive CQ decreases after 
intercultural training lectures” and makes sense as “the experience showed them how little they 
knew about cultural differences” and made participants “realize their limits in terms of 
intercultural competence” (p. 773).  
Typically, CQ development has been examined quantitatively; however, some 
researchers have examined CQ qualitatively, most often using interviews to collect data and 
within the fields of both international business and intercultural education (Fang et al., 2018). 
In addition, Fang et al. (2018) suggest studies have examined whether the effects of 
interventions persisted over time and found that CQ improvement was maintained after one 
month (Reichard et al., 2015) and six months (Erez et al., 2013). However, understanding of 
how individuals develop CQ remains relatively limited with few studies contrasting measures. 
Additionally, much of the above-cited work has been completed since this thesis commenced 
and in the period of 2016–2018 when data gathering was undertaken. This is pertinent, as it 
means that at the point of designing the empirical study, much of this compendium of research 
was yet to be published and readily available. The causality of training or intercultural learning 
affecting ICC and CQ is accepted but much remains under-researched, for example, the 
comparative performance of measures for ICC and CQ in differing experiential learning 
contexts and, more specifically, differing forms of virtual team engagement in intercultural 
learning. 
Schnabel (2015) is one of a few researchers to discuss ICC and CQ relatively. Schnabel 
(2015, p. 13) describes intercultural communication competence (ICC) as three competences 
that allow them to quickly develop. These are the capacity to: 
(a) “understand themselves and another person in the context of culture (cf. Chen 
& Starosta, 1998; Thomas, Kammhuber, & Layes, 1997; Triandis, 1977); 
(b) switch between different behavioral actions and communication styles (cf. 
Chen & Starosta, 1998; Fantini & Tirmizi, 2006; Kelley & Meyers, 1995), and; 
(c) shift between different cultural frames of reference (i.e., integration; cf. 
Hammer, Bennett, & Wiseman, 2003; Moosmüller, 2007)” (Schnabel, 2015, p. 
13).  
Schnabel (2015) refers to “the concept of cultural intelligence (CQ; Earley & Ang, 2003 
as positioned within the competences framework of ICC (cf. Leung et al., 2014)” (p. 18). 
However, CQ is defined as a malleable ability to function successfully in different cultural 
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environments (Ang & Van Dyne, 2008; Earley & Ang, 2003). Additional related competences 
are communication (Morley, Cerdin, Lloyd, & Härtel, 2010b), social interaction, self-
management (Bird, Mendenhall, Stevens, & Oddou, 2010), collaboration, and learning (L. 
Leung & Chen, 2017). 
Schnabel (2015), like Bennett (2009) advances ICC development as a linear process. 
Citing Erpenbeck (2010) and Weinert (2001), Schnabel (2015) describes competences as 
abilities, capabilities, or skills that are malleable and can therefore be learned. Furthermore, 
they are “directly tied to context-specific performance, which implies that they become 
manifest variables only through behavior (Erpenbeck, 2010)” (Schnabel, 2015, p. 17). Schnabel 
(2015) further offers that only a few ICC models deal with malleable characteristics, citing 
Bolten’s (2007) ICC model in which established competences to act are generalised to the 
intercultural context and cultural intelligence (CQ: Earley & Ang, 2003). Schnabel (2015) adds 
that ICC research extending understanding of how behaviour shifts transpire within contexts 
would extend our understanding of how to develop these capacities. Schnabel (2015) also 
reminds “the majority of ICC models were developed in an Anglo-American context” (p. 18), 
and, hence, whether or not they also apply to other cultures is an open question (Deardorff, 
2006; Martin, 1993) and that there is a need to address this (Arasaratnam, 2007; Rathje, 2007). 
Together, this support the merit of comparing the development of intercultural competences via 
experiences using IC/ICC and CQ measures.  
Work undertaken for paper 1 also brought to the fore, which measures to adopt as 
measures of cultural competence. Deliberations as to the second measure included 
consideration of the intercultural development inventory (IDI) (Hammer, Bennett & Wiseman, 
2003), the multicultural personality questionnaire (MPQ) (Van der Zee and Van Oudenhoven, 
2000; Van der Zee et al. 2013) and the ICC (Arasaratnam, 2009). Here the IDI was given some 
initial consideration along with the ICC (Arasaratnam, 2006; Arasaratnam & Doerfel, 2005), 
along with the multicultural personality questionnaire (MPQ; Houtz, Ponterotto, Burger, & 
Marino, 2010; Van der Zee & Van Oudenhoven, 2001; Van der Zee, Van Oudenhoven, 
Ponterotto, & Fietzer, 2013). Garret Rucks (201) suggests that, “for quantitative research, 
Bennett’s IDI remains one of the most commonly used research instruments to record changes 
in individuals’ worldviews” resulting from immersion experiences (p. 181). Within this thesis, 
the use of the IDI is unattractive based on instrument proprietary and costs associated with 
instrument usage and training. A goal of this measurement journey is the institutional capacity 
to measure the development of individuals within specific classrooms and programmes, 
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whereby an implicit institutional need is that measurement costs do not preclude future and 
ongoing study and that measurement aligns with classroom and programme learning objectives. 
In addition, the IDI orients to face-to-face interactions rather than technology-enabled or virtual 
interactions.  
The MPQ (Van Der Zee & Van Oudenhoven, 2000; Van der Zee et al., 2013) was 
discounted based on its focus on personality traits and that this was more distinctive at an item 
level when compared with the CQ. The ICC Arasaratnam (2006, 2009) is attractive for two 
reasons: first, it is a similar item size and seemingly at similar face value nature to the CQS; 
and second, because it was developed in classrooms with undergraduates and these graduates 
were multicultural groupings that were perhaps more like New Zealand classrooms than 
American or European spaces. This review also confirms for me that a culture general 
measurement tool has value but that it needs to be used with caution. The caution pertains to 
knowing how the measurement fits within the context of an individual learner. Second, 
synthesis as a contribution goal might include the comparative examination of measurement 
instruments within the same performance context. Very little consideration of measure 
performance has been undertaken contrasting ICC and CQ as mooted by Appenrodt’s (2013) 
thesis, and much of this work has emerged since making the decision to consider the 
development of intercultural and virtual competences via different forms of GVT experiences.  
Third, polysemy and relative definitional concerns present at the level of research paradigms, 
theoretical frames and models as well as measures.  
Development and context 
Here, development as change in understanding needs brief consideration, in regard to 
the different starting points of individuals from which development is evidence including the 
permanence of this developmental change and, in terms of the specificity of developmental 
shifts with regard to culture specificity-generality as compared to experiences tethered to 
context. Reid (2013) suggests student backgrounds and their individual starting points influence 
the progression of their levels of intercultural maturity. This is noteworthy as it posits different 
learning starting points and trajectories of intercultural development. Reid (2013) suggests, “it 
cannot be expected that every individual would go through the stages the same way” (p. 46), 
suggesting the process is likely highly individual. Reid (2013) further suggests that intercultural 
training results are different depending on method. Differing experiences are likely to influence 
individual development differentially (Caligiuri, 2006). The central observations were that item 
measures comprising Likert scales seem similar and yet comprise distinctly named constructs, 
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that experiences are being relied upon to develop intercultural competence by any name, yet 
measures have not been fully validated and individual development remains a mystery in the 
sense that the mechanisms of development are not fully understood. There is also an inherent 
assumption that all experiences lead to similar competency development, which minimalizes 
the role of context and technology within contexts and leads research to continue to be nascent 
in this regard. Technology is lumped together somewhat when media studies clearly show clear 
distinctions. Furthermore, the models and measures are not virtual context specific. Indeed few 
reviews have applied a lens examining culture learning and communication technology of some 
form, limited to Avgousti (2018), O’Dowd (2012) and Yu’s (2011) tangential review of 
technical communication.  
Stadler (2017, p. 450) suggests that “it is all-too-common to find papers, models and 
frameworks that equate intercultural competence with culture specific competences”, and “that 
while it has been established that there is a need to move towards culture-generic competence 
development, there seems to exist a deep void between insight and application” (p. 450). This 
strengthens an argument of merit contrasting measures of the same broad nature, ideally with a 
culture general orientation. Additionally, Stadler’s (2017) discussion of culture-specific and 
culture-generic approaches within the frame of development postulates an “integrated approach 
that sees them as complementary developmental stages” (p. 450). Stadler (2017) suggests 
scholars caution “that culture-specific information does not equip us to deal with idiosyncratic 
variation that is present in individuals from all cultures and hampers real personal and 
professional growth, as it mistakenly provides a semblance of cultural functionality” while 
promoting “development on a knowledge-based, categorical approach” (p. 450) or a reliance 
upon stereotypes. Culture-specific knowledge also tends to become fixed; however, culture is 
dynamic. Stadler (2017) reasserts Arasaratnam and Doerfel’s (2005) point that intercultural 
communication is both dynamic and heterogeneous and the learning applicable to one specific 
context might not transfer readily to another context. In contrast, culture-generic intercultural 
competence development “aims to provide its learner with multilayer, multilevel sets of 
knowledge, skills, attitudes and behaviours” (Stadler 2017, p. 451). Stadler (2017) suggests it 
is more effective and more transferable; however, it is as a result fuzzy, which “is a not just a 
problem for the individual, but also for the education sector, because education relies heavily 
on assessment of learning and the less tangible a competency is, the harder it makes it to assess, 
furthermore that it is accumulative and capitalises upon ‘pre-existing knowledge, experience 
and expertise” (p. 451). Here, Stadler (2017) cites Spitzberg’s (2000) position that intercultural 
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competence enmeshes more than managing and reaffirms mastering “cognitive, affective and 
behavioural states, but also the ability to accurately see how one’s actions are perceived and 
received by others” (p. 452) within and between differing contexts.  
In closing, a key outcome from Chapter 3 is a clearer appreciation of the range of 
measures and the theoretical frameworks and studies undertaken deploying thesis measures. 
However, at this end of this paper two things remained ill formed or fuzzy. The first is a set of 
questions pertaining to the use of student samples, and research design dimensions of GVT 
scholarship. The second is what measure to use to examine virtual competences and virtual skill 
development. The chapter that now follows addresses the former, to give the context of Global 
Virtual Teams (GVTs) research consideration. It starts questioning if GVTs are primarily 
understood with student team research and explores the configuration of research design 
parameters of empirical GVT studies with specific consideration of student teams. Discussion 
of which measures to use for virtual competences, ensues in the introduction section of Chapter 
5 as well as within Paper 3 comprising that chapter. 
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Chapter 4: Paper 2 – Does understanding 
suffer from parallax? 
CHAPTER INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND FOR PAPER 2 
Chapter 4 presents the second paper in this research thesis.. In setting the stage of the paper to 
follow, the issues involved in the paper are established, and some of the more recent research 
literature is discussed. Within this chapter and related paper, a review of the GVT and VT 
literatures is undertaken to explore the research design dimensions deployed across the 
management, management and intercultural education and information science fields.  
There is a vast array and volume of research examining VTs and GVTs as subgroupings 
of the broader Global Teams (GTs) literature where seemingly scholarly attention tends to 
disregard the potential impact of research method, design and sample upon the understanding 
of GVTs. Currently, scholarly work tends to ignore the the problem of using student samples, 
although exceptions to this problem can be found in Gibbs, Sivunen, and Boraz (2017b) and 
Orhan (2017). The problem of the use of student samples in the research is that students behave 
differently from professionals. Professionals bring a different background to such teams, and 
have more critical invested interest in the outcomes. Their goals are different as well as the 
tasks they undertake (Gibbs et al., 2017b). The fundamental issue is one of generalisation: will 
what we find with students actually work with professionals? Gibbs et al. (2017b) list six 
propositions concerning research on VTs and GVTs, four of which are particularly pertinent 
for the research under consideration here:   
‘Proposition 2’ – Effective leadership in virtual teams composed of student 
samples depends primarily on interpersonal competencies, whereas effective 
leadership in virtual teams composed of organizational samples depends on both 
interpersonal and organizational competencies (p. 594). 
‘Proposition 3’ – Cultural differences are likely to be less salient in virtual teams 
composed of student samples than in virtual teams composed of organizational 
samples (p. 595). 
‘Proposition 4’ – Cultural diversity is more likely to have positive outcomes in 
organizational virtual teams than in virtual teams composed of student samples 
(p .596). 
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‘Proposition 6’ – The effects of technology use in virtual teams vary according 
to the specific tool or platform, members’ degree of experience with the tools 
provided, and the usage context (organizational or student setting) (p. 599). 
Taken together, these propositions suggest intercultural and virtual communication 
competencies are important to student GVT performance and that students differ from real 
organisation-based individuals in meaningful ways. Each of the above propositions suggests 
consideration of students as proxies, that students within GVTs experience diminished 
influence of organisational competences, cultural differences and diversity as well as the 
impact of technology. It also questions how understanding is derived and if there is 
predominance towards types of sample, forms of engagement and approaches to research. The 
contention that GVT understanding is resoundingly based upon student studies (Martins, 
Gilson, & Maynard, 2004; Powell et al., 2004; C. P. Scott & Wildman, 2015; Weimann, 
Pollock, Scott, & Brown, 2013) has recently been countered with the suggestion that student 
teams are now no longer as prevalent as they once were, with other forms of research coming 
to the fore (e.g Gibbs et al., 2017b). What is also less clear is if there is consensus regarding 
research parameters, for example, sample size, team size and duration of activity. “Virtual 
teams span an array of team types and configurations” (Gibbs et al., 2017b, p. 590). Scholarship 
also spans the fields of communication, computer science, information systems, management, 
and small groups (Gibbs et al., 2017b). Their review of 15 years of research suggests that 
“while a number of reviews have critically assessed the state of the virtual teams research (e.g., 
Gilson et al., 2014; Kirkman et al., 2012; Martins et al., 2004) scholarship generally tends to 
take for granted the fact that findings will generalize across study designs and team types” 
(Gibbs et al., 2017b, p. 590). They suggest that: 
While much is known about virtual team processes and outcomes, the 
literature relies on a variety of team configurations and types (including 
student versus organizational samples, short-term versus long-term teams, 
functional versus project-based teams, and teams with various task types) yet 
has not systematically examined how these differences impact team 
processes. This is important because much of the virtual teams’ research has 
been based on student samples, which are easier to access and control, with 
the implicit assumption that the findings from student samples will generalize 
to organizational virtual teams (Gibbs et al., 2017b, p. 590). 
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Furthermore, rather than assuming findings will generalise across various team designs 
and technologies, there is a need to unpack the ways in which various team types, tools, 
configurations and reporting structures shape virtual team processes and provide boundary 
conditions for research on virtual teams (Gibbs et al. 2017b). They offer that: 
The literature has tended to lump together student samples and organizational samples, 
field and lab studies, and short-term and long-term teams and treat them as functionally 
equivalent. Our findings suggest that student virtual teams may possess different 
characteristics that impact team processes in fundamentally different ways and 
challenge their comparability with field studies of organizational teams (Gibbs et al., 
2017b, p. 591). 
Thus, this chapter paper looks at student GVT and VT studies in detail. The basic issue 
that is explored in the paper is the use of using university students as the participants in the 
research on VTs and GVTs. A systematic review (see Tummers, Kassahun, & Tekinerdogan, 
2019, for a discussion of systematic reviews) of research on VT and GVT design across a wide 
variety of disciplines (e.g. management, information science, intercultural education) is 
presented to set a framework for questioning the ‘boilerplate’ approach to the research design 
choices that are typically made. It provides fine-grained contextual data as to the nature of 
research design dimensions and the virtual teams comprising the wide gambit of studies. 
Reviews of this nature allows for reflection on research design and may suggest research praxis, 
future research study along with rationales for  alternative approaches. It finds that whilst 
student teams are prevalent, so too is data derived from organisational settings with individuals 
and context curical to understanding. However, research tends to be organisational or student 
with little work bridging the two streams. Furthermore, team composition information is less 
captured than it might be such that the conceptualisation of the experiences of individuals 
within teams and vice versa risk disconnection. Indeed there is currently very little consistant 
reporting clarity accouting for technology, team task, duration and nature of team engagement. 
Inherently researchers from multiple disciplines assume shared conceptualisations, and 
definitions for key aspects of both research design, measure item wording and structural 
elements underpinning context at the risk of undermining theory development and bridging the 
conceptualisations and fit of individuals within dynamic complex contexts with little work 
questioning or taking stock of these conceptualisations. This is likely especially so when 
research is both multidisciplinary and fast paced. The better the alignment of student GVT 
contexts the more certainty can be applied that these findings extend the nowledge of GVT 
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context and related understandings in MNEs. However, this is not the only extension of this 
focus. The rationale of calling for more sophisticated representations of context with student 
teams to bridge the application of findings to international work roles and talent management 
is one facet. Those who focus on organisational performance and talent management share 
interest for research of this nature within organisational invetsment into development programs 
and pathways. Another facet, is the flow on effect that this would allow, in turn, for the 
refinement of business education classroom contexts via alignment a way to offer sureity that 
students were developing competences fundamental to international work roles.  
A differentiating feature of Paper 1 is that it is a broad, across domain review of 
intercultural competence focusig on measuring and individuals development of competences. 
It is relevant to international business because it takes stock of where other research disciplines 
are at in regaard to measurement. It finds that research of this type continues as a trending 
research activity revealing numerous research approaches enmeshing international business, 
international education in numerous forms, intercultural communication and healthcare. It also 
finds one such application to be within virtual interactions. The technology-enabled 
collaboration of individiuals is a research context that shares research interest across mutliple 
research disciplines. Where paper 1 provides insight in to the range and use of research 
measures to capture competence development, it does not take stock of the technology enabled 
virtual interaction space and the research representing the use of these work forms within global 
business. In contrast, paper 2 addresses questions pertaining to the research domains informing 
the context of GVTs and delves deeper into consideration of how research examines the growth 
and challenge experiences of indivdiuals within these contexts by mapping the terrain of this 
research. 
In 2017, a version of this paper was submitted to the Academy of International Business 
(AIB) Australia and New Zealand Chapter professional development symposium. Upon further 
development, it was submitted and accepted for the 2019 Academy of International Business 
(AIB) annual conference. It was not presented due to the ill health of a family member. 
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PAPER 2: DOES OUR UNDERSTANDING OF GLOBAL VIRTUAL TEAMS (GVTS) 
SUFFER FROM PARALLAX? 
Abstract 
Do research methods and sample nature blindside our understanding of global virtual teams 
(GVTs)? A resounding yes was expected. More than a decade ago, scholars noted this parallax 
in short-term duration virtually enabled teams (Martins et al., 2004; Powell et al., 2004). 
Recently, however, scholars confirmed organisational field-based studies have strengthened in 
number (Gibbs et al., 2017b). However, the sheer abundance of virtual and global virtual teams, 
along with the volume of interdisciplinary suggests continued effort to synthesise research has 
merit. The resulting review and synthesis of GVT literature led to a close read and method 
analysis of 418 empirical journal articles. Much understanding of GVTs is anchored to studies 
of undergraduate students in temporary teams via experimental methodologies. However, GVT 
research in international business is equally rooted in case and field studies with varying 
degrees of longevity as well as surveys of real team members and managers. This study 
suggests the ‘global’ factor presents a lens for further research clarity and contribution. That 
further synthesis is research in terms of categorising team comparability and context. It 
encourages future research to consider with greater sophistication cultural, temporal and 
linguistic diversity, technology affordance, leadership and the inherent international business 
context underpinning team engagement.   
 
Keywords: Global virtual teams; virtual teams, research methods, research design 
Introduction  
The purpose of this paper is to systematically review research methodology and design 
dimensions for the global virtual teams (GVTs) and virtual teams (VTs) literatures. This 
research aims to interrogate the search method and design dimension of this body of research 
to ascertain how reliant collective understanding of GVTs and VTs is upon student samples. 
VTs have been characterised as individuals working in teams across boundaries via technology 
(Lipnack & Stamps, 1999, 2008). GVTs and globally distributed teams (GDT) have both been 
similarly defined (e.g. Jarvenpaa & Leidner, 1998; Kirkman & Mathieu, 2005; Lauring & 
Jonasson, 2018) and differentiated in regard to the specific nature of these boundaries 
(Eisenberg & Mattarelli, 2017; Jimenez et al., 2017). This form of working has been studied 
extensively, and the rate of research publication does not appear to be slowing. Not surprisingly 
there are also numerous and relatively recent reviews on VTs and GVTs, highlighting a wealth 
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of contributions. So, why yet another review? Surely, the question of parallax has already been 
answered. First, the interdisciplinary diversity of an ever-growing corpus of research along 
with sizable semantic variation and similarity suggests further synthesis has merit. 
Furthermore, this research appears field bound, with each sub-discipline drawing only upon 
work of the subfield to which it affiliates, and much research shares similar curiosity.  
Recent research examining how study design impacts our knowledge of virtual teams has 
recently been undertaken by Gibbs et al. (2017), which highlights important differences in team 
type (especially student versus organisational), suggesting that virtual team knowledge 
understandings may be conditioned by study designs in systematic ways. Scott and Wildman 
(2015) also suggest both a reliance on student populations and temporary teams and that most 
field data represents a narrow sector of industries as the likely vanguard adopters. Some would 
suggest that the call made to address the dependence on student samples with field-based 
research has already been responded to (Gibbs & Boyraz, 2015; Martins et al., 2004; Powell et 
al., 2004), such that knowledge of virtual and global virtual teams is already enriched with field 
studies. This paper sets itself the task of synthesis, offering a contribution with an approach 
both similar and yet distinct to Gibbs et al. (2017b). This review is framed by a central notion 
of parallax. The Merriam-Webster dictionary defines parallax as a the phenomenon of an object 
looking different when it is considered from different angles or positions; when what you see 
and comprehend changes depending on your viewpoint or viewing perspective. This study 
questions if understandings of GVTs suffer from parallax due to a research reliance on 
undergraduate students engaging in experimental studies. It questions what commonalities, if 
any, present in terms of research design, methodology, methods to gather and analyse data and 
other such parameters. Moreover, assuming that student samples continue to both be used and 
to offer insight to our understanding of virtual and global virtual team performance this review 
asks if parallax presents. If so, what is the effect? While student teams are likely one source of 
parallax, it is possible that other factors are also at play. Contribution is offered by way of 
addressing these questions and mapping of the research terrain. 
Methodology 
Search terms and parameters 
In 2000, using the term “technology-supported distributed teams”, Maznevski and Chudoba 
(2000, p. 474) reviewed “41 studies published between 1990 and 1998 in 11 major journals 
publishing research on information systems, groups, and international business” (p. 474). In 
2004, Martins et al.’s review identified studies using a trio of means: by manual scan of leading 
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journals; by database searching using pertinent terms (e.g., virtual teams, global virtual teams, 
computer-mediated communication (CMC); and by scanning reference lists from the articles 
identified through the first two methods. This review considered 93 peer-reviewed articles, 
comprising 16 theoretical and 10 practitioner-focused articles, 66 student lab studies, 13 ‘real 
teams’ and 14 case studies (Martins et al., 2004). Almost all publications were in management 
journals and most were published after 1995 (Martins et al., 2004).   
Using the terms ‘virtual team’, ‘computer supported collaborative work’ and ‘computer 
mediated communication’, Powell et al. (2004) searched between 1991 and February 2002, 
using the then ABI/INFORM databases. They also drew upon a then recent review by 
Fjermested and Hiltz (1999) on group support systems (GSS) in order to identify whether any 
GSS research involved the use of teams that could be classified as ‘virtual teams’. This review 
resulted in a data sample of 43 papers meeting inclusion criteria focussed on the study of virtual 
team inputs, socio-emotional processes, task processes and outcomes, often via comparisons 
of virtual teams and traditional teams. Powell et al. (2004) drew early attention to what they 
describe as a “disconnect between student based and field based research” (p. 14) and the 
duration of the project and the longevity of the virtual team. In effect, they describe parallax, 
whereby studies at this time, with the exception of Ramesh and Dennis (2002), were all short-
term studies of VTs and GVTs undertaken with students (e.g. Powell et al., 2004). They also 
highlight that geographic distribution does not necessarily equate to cultural diversity; in so 
doing, they clearly differentiate GVTs from VTs. A decade later, Gilson et al. (2015) once 
again reviewed the field, providing direction for future scholarship based on 450 articles from 
200 different journals crossing numerous research fields. They report an initial search resulting 
in over 1,000 articles, narrowed to 441 articles with an emphasis on VTs, from which they 
focus on 243 empirical studies. Here, they coded the VT literature for “sample (i.e., types of 
teams, team size, duration of task, etc.), methodology used, and the specific inputs, processes, 
emergent states, and outcomes examined” (Gilson et al., 2015, p. 313).  
On this basis, at the outset of this systematic review, it was assumed that an initial 
search result would likely comprise thousands of articles, across a large number of journals. 
Moreover, that prospecting approaches to derive the sample set of studies needed to be robust, 
which lead in turn to the adoption of two differing approaches being deployed. 
Prospecting phase 1 
A search for research articles using similar terms (virtual teams, global virtual teams, 
computer mediated communication, distributed teams and global distributed teams) was 
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undertaken. A point of distinction was the use of Google Scholar (as compared to Web of 
Science, EBSCO and JStor databases) and that, similar to other reviews (e.g. Martins et al., 
2004, Piccoli et al., 2004),. Here a very broad inclusion stance was defined: search terms 
needed to feature in the journal title, be raised in the abstract, listed as key words or implied by 
the language of the journal title. It also did not define the publication period with specificity 
(e.g. 2000–2015) to be sure that all forms of research were included in the resulting sample. A 
summary is described in Figure 6. 
 
Research Process Overview 








approaches were used.  
Phase 1 – Using Google 
Scholar search using the 
terms Global virtual teams, 
virtual teams and global 
dispersed teams, global 
virtual team performance 
and computer mediated 
communication. 3947 
research outputs were 
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the most cited empirical and 
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The key results 
visuals were 
presented in tabular 
and visual form. 
 
Figure 6 Research process overview – Steps taken to establish a sample dataset from which to 
review GVT method and sample nature (Nov 2016–Nov 2018) 
Care was taken to generate a robust sample of research work with the terms global 
virtual team, virtual team and geographically distributed teams, along with the term computer 
mediated communication. The inclusion criteria were peer-reviewed journal publications, in 
English, pertaining to GVT performance, process and practices. This initial search yielded 
numerous papers, some of which were noted to be heavily cited. Terms were also observed to 
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vary, more specifically that terms used in information communication technology-oriented 
papers tended to also use terms like geographically dispersed teams. 
Prospecting phase 2 
A second, manual search approach was then undertaken. Here, references listed for 
articles citing heavily cited empirical studies and review papers broadly on global virtual teams, 
virtual team, global distributed teams and computer-mediated communication were gathered. 
These heavily cited research outputs are those works presented earlier in this method section, 
most especially the papers by Jarvenpaa and Leidner (1998, 1999), Martins, Gilson and 
Maynard, (2004), Maznevski and Chudoba (2000), and Powell, Picolli and Ives (2004).The 
two prospecting approaches resulted in two data sets comprising 3947 and 3918 research 
outputs, respectively. Data sets were then reconciled and duplicates removed, merging the two 
data sets into a single data grouping of 1267 articles.The same inclusion criteria, was then once 
again to crosscheck the data sample. Upon a closer read of journal abstracts and introductions, 
papers were excluded if they were found to drift to focus on virtual work, worlds and 
organisations and did not include reference to teams or groups, team performance, global 
distributed teams or computer mediated computer communication/technology-enabled teams. 
Papers were then imported into Nvivo, where a few additional paper double-ups were removed, 
along with a few papers unable to be accessed or read (as they were not published in English) 
(n=28). 645 papers were then read for content.  
 
Screening and qualifying the sample 
The resulting grouping of 645 journals articles were coded as to the broad nature of the paper. 
Engaging with this literature, two questions were central to the exploration: What research 
methods are being or have been used to examine GVTs? What is the sample nature associated 
with this study? As presented in Figure 2, this resulted in the data sample being broadly coded 
as review/conceptual or theoretical papers (n=199), meta-analyses (n=28) and empirical papers 
(n=418). 
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NOTE: MGMT* – management including international business; INFO** – information 
management, systems and science 
Figure 7 A summary of the research paper classifying results 
This data sample comprises 171 unique journals with 22 journals with more than five 
publications. The majority of journal articles published are in the field of management (29.7%) 
and information management/information systems (26.1%). Within management, 43 papers or 
roughly one third of articles are published in five journals, while two thirds of papers in the 
information management/systems grouping comprise publications in six key journals. The 
cross-field journals tend to reflect leadership and small groups (21.8%), communication (11%) 
and psychology (6.9%), with a small number of journals focussing on teaching (2.9%). The 
cross-field grouping comprises eight key journals. The journals with the most publications in 
management were the Academy of Management Journal, Team Performance Management: 
An International Journal, Organization Science* and International Journal of Product 
Management. In information management/information systems, the most publications were in 
Journal of Management Information Systems, MIS Quarterly, Information Systems 
Research, Information & Management, Information Technology & People and Information 
Systems Journal. The cross-field interdisciplinary journals on groups most represented were 
Small Group Research, Organisation Behaviour and Human Decision Processes, Group 
Decision & Negotiation, Group & Organization Management, Human Relations, Computer 
Supported Cooperative work and the International Journal of Intercultural Relations. In 
communication, most were in the IEEE Transactions on Professional Communication and 
Communication Research, and the psychology journal with the most representation in this field 
was the Journal of Applied Psychology. A series of journals regularly publish VT and GVT 
Total number of distinct journals 171 
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research; however, only searching these journals would likely skew understanding of the 
research terrain. In addition, this data sample shares similarities with the findings of Gibbs et 
al. (2017b) (* bold/italics presents journals in common) but also show clear points of 
differentiation.  
Coding and analysis 
This review draws upon a final sample of 418 empirical journal articles. Each paper was 
imported into NVivo, read and notes were taken to form a coding tree. The coding tree was 
reflected upon and verified both internally and relative to other studies of this type. The entire 
data sample was coded. While the coding approach deployed is grounded within the data 
sample, it configures similarly to Gibbs et al. (2017b) and Gilson et al. (2015). Papers were 
iteratively coded. First, at the level of broad research design as field studies, quasi-experimental 
studies of experimental laboratory style studies; at the nature of data as being qualitative, 
quantitative or mixed method in character; and based upon the methods used to gather data 
(e.g. interview, survey, observation and group product such as email interactions) the 
publication time period. Where known, the research period for collection of data was also 
coded. The characteristics for the publication were also coded (e.g. journal title, journal field, 
timeframe, journal ranking). Here, journal ranking as represented in Harzing’s (2019) 65th 
Australian Business Deans Council (ABDC) journal quality list 
(https://abdc.edu.au/research/abdc-journal-list/), and whether it was known to be cited in Gibbs 
et al.’s (2017b) study.  
Second, p Papers were also coded according to the whether the sample comprised 
individuals based in organisations as compared to students; the number of teams and the 
number of individuals comprising teams or team size; the duration of the study (minutes/hours, 
weeks, months); and the terms used in the journal title (virtual team, global virtual, virtual or 
alternate terms). Student work undertaken as an assignment where the activity was of the type 
engaged in in the real world, was initially ‘double’ coded as both field and quasi-experiential, 
or as an experimental/laboratory and quasi-experiential. While student teams are mooted by 
Gibbs et al. (2017b) to be different from organisational virtual teams based on being 
“artificially composed for the purposes of a class assignment rather than working on on-going, 
paid work assignments, they are also different from traditional lab or experimental studies” (p. 
594). Teams of this type are typically set assignments engaging in meaningful, often 
approximating real, work for which they are rewarded with a grade, for more than a session or 
two comprising minutes of time, without manipulation or the use of confederates within the 
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study setting. At the outset, initial codes were kept as straightforward and narrow as possible 
on the basis that it is often easier to aggregate than to disaggregate (Palrecha, Spangler, & 
Yammarino, 2012). The differentiation of a paper with a secondary coding of quasi-
experimental was based on the language of the paper, and whether the teams were manipulated 
by researcher intervention in some fashion and based on the nature of the task(s) performed by 
the team. The coding approach allows deeper consideration of student teams deployed in field 
settings where the study is both educational experience and a research context. The motivation 
to explore this nature of study type in detail within the context of this study was based on an 
inherent coding challenge and that these studies are increasingly used to study GVT 
performance (Gibbs et al., 2017b). The inductive analysis of this data sample has focussed on 
the research method dimensions of each empirical study. It has explored data and cross-
checked the emergent coding tree with VT and GVT research previously undertaken (Martins 
et al., 2004; Powell et al., 2004) and iteratively explored, verified and considered both the 
analysis approach and the emergent findings (O’Kane et al., 2019; Saldaña, 2015). A phase of 
code retrieval and checking the overlap, differentiation and connection then ensued.  
In the second wave of coding, three additional items were coded: ‘data singularity’; ‘team 
fixedness’ (standing team, assumed non-temporary team, temporary team); and ‘study/task 
duration’ (sessional/minutes, weeks, months). The coding described in detail for ‘data 
singularity’ is prototypical of the coding undertaken. ‘Data singularity’ is an attempt to code 
the geographic distance as captured by number of countries comprising the data or number of 
teams or organisations. The term singularity denotes the state of being singular (single team, 
single business unit, single organisation but possibly in multiple geolocations, single country: 
single) and was applied to sample descriptions. It emerged as a code and defines global as 
four or more countries with students or memberships in different organisations. Research 
grouping warranted cross checking. To achieve this, ‘team fixedness’ and ‘study duration’ 
were coded de novo under headings to allow for comparison checking of the resultant 
groupings. This technique allows for the verification of research groupings, the cross 
checking of coding and coder consistency. As an approach, it also allows for the exploration 
of boundary conditions.  
Analysis, sample profile and emergent themes 
This data sample comprises 418 empirical papers, where only 84 (20.1%) are known to be 
included in the Gibbs et al. (2017b) data sample of 262 articles. An additional 134 articles are 
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theorised as likely also included in both the Gibbs et al. (2017b) data sample as well as this 
data sample based on the inclusion criteria adopted (journal title wording as virtual and global 
virtual teams and time period for publication). Taken together, this suggests this data sample 
shares between one-fifth (20.1%) and broadly half of its publications in common (52%). This 
data sample comprises 41 distinct papers (9.9%) published since 2015, which would have been 
outside of the inclusion criteria period adopted by Gibbs et al. (2017b). If the research 
timeframes categories 2010–2015 and 2016 onwards are combined and work is considered over 
the last two decades by this grouping, then research is found to be abundant for each time, 
showing sustained scholarly interest in VT and GVT performance. Just under two thirds 
(61.7%) of the sample is published in journals ranked as A-A* quality, with some publications 
cited well in excess of 1000 times (4.8%), but most publication cited either moderately with 
100–299 citations (28.6%) or fewer than 50 times (30.3%). This data sample profile is 
presented in Table 4. 
This data sample characterises the VT and GVT research domain as tending to be field 
studies in management (including international business) and information science/information 
management (combined 53.6%) with an equal likelihood of these studies involving real 
organisational respondents (49.5%) or students (48.8%). The data nature is likely to be 
quantitative methodologies (62.4%) with surveys deployed commonly to gather data (61.1%). 
The domain comprises a balance of organisational and student samples. Laboratory studies 
using undergraduates are prevalent but do not predominate. Field studies present strongly as a 
grouping with both field studies with organisation samples or non-student samples (46.7%) and 
with student samples (18.8%) (See Table 5). Experimental or lab studies and quasi-
experimental studies using student samples present strongly (41.8%). Broadly, quasi- 
experimental studies tend to use student teams, mainly but not limited to undergraduate 
students. Laboratory studies are usually (with only very few exceptions) based upon studies 
with students who also tend to be undergraduates. Information management/science studies 
seemingly gravitate to quasi-experimental designs. Within this sample, organisational samples 
(67.2%) were more common than student samples (34.1%) overall, with a small grouping of 
studies using both organisational and student teams (1.4%). In terms of data nature, quantitative 
studies were the most prevalent (62.4%), followed by qualitative studies (29.9%) and mixed 
method designs (7.4%). This data profile is similar to the Gibbs et al. (2017b) sample. Most 
studies were coded as based on project teams (30.9%) with some team activity characterised 
as new product development (NPD) (4.3%) and some described as software development 
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(6.2%). Other team purpose interactions were coded as decision-making (8.9%), and ideation 
or brainstorming (5.7%). The purpose of the teams in terms of activity or task closely aligns 
with the duration of time spent engaging in a team. Here, teams were coded as temporary teams 
(49.3%), assumed to be permanent teams (25.1%) or standing teams (6.2%), including eight 
studies comprising a team(s) engaging for 6–18 months with each other. In addition, a number 
of articles were coded as not applicable (8.6%), not articulated or unknown (11.2%). Teams 
tend to be short-term, temporary teams (49.3%) as compared to teams assumed to be non-
temporary or standing (25.1%) and teams definitively qualified as long-standing teams more 
tending to more than three months together (4.1%). A number of studies coded as unknown for 
this dimension (12.2%) tend to be a snapshot of a real person’s experience in an organisational 
team. Team fixedness as the duration of team engagement was explored relative to method to 
gather data and duration of study.  
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Table 4 Sample characteristics. n=418 
Journal Field Broad research 
design* 
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  Not applicable 3 
(0.7%) 





       
Note: Gibbs et al. (2017b): organisational samples 58.5%, student samples 38.1%; quantitative 60%, qualitative 29.8%, mixed 10.2%; 
field/organisational 58.5%, field/student 18.9% 
* Mixed studies (6) coded with both field and experimental study components explain the figures totalling more than n=418; * quasi-experimental 
grouping is also coded within field and lab study categories according to best fit with a tendency to be coded as field studies. 
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Table 5 Study type by journal field and sample type 


































Research themes  
Research themes were explored by data nature, study type and sample nature (refer to Table 4, 
above). The use of organisational and student samples present in each theme and are balanced 
for each thematic grouping. Data nature and methods to gather data are seemingly robust. 
Prominent themes emerging were team performance (44.9%) or exploration of communication 
practices, behaviours and work processes (41.5%), often in relation to technology (25.1%) or 
the team structure (16.7%). Technology comprises a wide array of studies, with both student 
and organisational samples. The term ‘culture – team heterogeneity’ was used to capture that 
culture encompasses more than national culture and or perceived points of differentiation 
between team members. Of the 54 papers, (13.2%) coded as ‘culture-team heterogeneity’, 
46.3% were quantitative studies, 37% were qualitative studiers and 9.2% were mixed methods. 
Field studies predominate with an observed ratio of almost 4 to 1, and includes student-based 
field studies. The juncture of technology and culture finds relatively few studies and this has 
been noted previously (Gibbs et al., 2017b; Hinds et al., 2011). A good number of the studies 
were concerned with culture as field studies with students deploying inter-university student 
projects ranging in GVT duration as quasi-experimental. Gibbs et al. (2017b) also observe this, 
suggesting that student-based lab studies interacting on short-term artificial tasks contribute to 
our understanding of diversity. Gibbs et al. (2017b) suggest on this basis that students in quasi-
experimental field studies might be closer to real GVT engagements. As a theme, structure 
encompasses leadership studies primarily as well as individual competences of team members 
that anchor how engagement in activity takes place. Here studies do not reveal a predominance 
of student samples; there is also a volume of studies using real practitioners with a variety of 
methods to gather data.  
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The nature and use of student samples: Is there parallax?  
Parallax was somewhat expected. It is surprising that the data shows little evidence of parallax. 
Student samples within experimental designs are very much the domain of studies comparing 
technology enabled teams with traditional, proximal or collocated teams. However, quasi-
experimental studies using student teams present strongly where student samples with the 
context of field studies are pronounced, more so than traditional laboratory studies. 
Investigation of the research design dimensions of quasi experiments followed, and is now 
presented. Two points came to the fore. First, what is the use of the term global in GVT as 
compared to VT research – is there shared resonance with studies sharing specific research 
dimensions? Second, what are the hallmark research dimensions and parameters of quasi-
experimental research examining GVT performance? 
Characteristics of quasi-experimental studies comprising this sample 
Semantics – What does the terminology of global mean?  
The data sample was then considered more intensively in terms of semantic language of the 
journal paper title, of the theoretical frame of the study and the corresponding research design 
dimensions. Each grouping was then characterised considering definitional lanaguage, research 
measure and resarch design dimensions (study type, data nature, sample type and method to 
gather data) as well as considering these primary research design dimensions by research 
timeframe. This data is presented in Table 6, Figure 8 and Table 7.   
The volume of research published in each decade has been broadly the same with no slowing 
of publications; however, the language of the field has shifted from computer-mediated 
communication to alternate wording where the terms virtual team, global virtual team and 
geographically dispersed team (GDT) present. Prompted by observation that usage of the term 
GDT appears to decrease in the timeframe of 2015–2018, studies of this type were examined 
and initially seemed associated to time and concept evolution within a specific information 
science/management discipline. However, this is not the case when the period is extended to 
2010–2018, where term usage appears to remain at the same level to the previous decade. 
Similar questioning was applied the usage of the terms VT and GVT. This raised three 
additional questions: Does the terminology reflect the same inherent meaning, such that terms 
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interchangeable or is there clear differentiation? Finally, over time is there an evolution of 
shared understanding as the research domain evolves from nascent beginnings? 
A plethora of terms presents (e.g. virtual plus work, group, organisation, team, 
distributed, dispersed, collocated, proximal, plus team, etc.). Term evolution and elaboration 
mirrors the technology development enabling collaboration. Words such as avatar or virtual 
reality now have meaning. However, fundamentally, the most common field terms of virtual 
team, global virtual team encompass a range of meanings. These were meanings were explored 
and are discussed in turn.  
 
  
Figure 8 Visual representation of the relative definition terms  
 
Definitions bound only to the use of technology to engage and circumvent geographic distance: 
Tend to be Virtual Teams (VT) with GVT =VT. 
Some VT definitions use the same ideas to frame GVT (e.g. Horwitz, Bravington, & Silvis, 
2006; Jarvenpaa & Leidner, 1998; Lipnack & Stamps, 1999), while others define GVT as a 
specific form of VT. Scholarship differs in the degree to which the influence of geographic 
distance upon the nature of team interactions is examined. It is either implicit that geolocation 
differences likely encompass time zone and the multifaceted dimensions of culture and 






Definitions bound to the use of technology to 
engage and circumvent geographic distance. 
GVT =VT 
Culture, timezone, language are all facets 
influencing the dynamic
Additional terms often added to VT to offer 
specificity 
GDT as interchangeable with GVT vis-a-vis GDT 
as distinct
GVT as a specific form of VT – global 
colours the term definitively – it is more 
than culture, time and lingusitic differences
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Table 6 Research themes by data nature, study type and sample nature  
Research theme Frequency  Data nature Study type Type of sample 




Quasi Expt 21 
Lab 57 
Organisational 88 
Student 82  Success factors 66 15.8% 
 Trust 38 9.1% 
 Team member relations 8 1.9% 
 Training, learning, socialisation  13 7.2% 
Communication practice behaviour and 
work process 
180  43% Mixed 13 
Qualitative 49  
Quantitative 98 
Field 95 




 CMC vs Face-to-Face 21 5% 
 Decision making 14 3.3% 
 Knowledge sharing 15 3.6% 
 Coordination & collaboration 13 7.2 
 Conflict 9 2.2% 
Technology 106  25.4% Mixed 8 
Qualitative 30  
Quantitative 52 
Field 60 
Quasi Expt 12 
Lab 35 
Organisational 50 
Student 37  Virtuality 19 4.5% 
 Task technology fit 7 1.7% 
Culture – team heterogeneity 54  12.9% Mixed 5 
Qualitative 20  
Quantitative 25 
Field 38 
Quasi Expt 9 
Lab 11 
Organisational 22 
Student 24  Diversity  5 1.2% 
Structure 70  16.7% Mixed 6 
Qualitative 18  
Quantitative 41 
Field 46 





 Leadership 50 12% 
 Individual competences 10 5.6% 
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Here, terms are interchangeable for some (e.g. Martins & Shalley, 2011; Polzer, Crisp, 
Jarvenpaa, & Kim, 2006; Zolin, Hinds, Fruchter, & Levitt, 2004). Others embrace the logic 
that all GVTs are VTs but not all VTs are GVTs. 
Researchers adopting this position tends to elaborate either the global dimension(s) or 
complexity pertinent to the study with a focus on culture, heterogeneity or organisational 
context (e.g. Hardin, Fuller, & Davison, 2007). Much of the VT literature uses additional 
descriptors to afford great specificity. For example: cross cultural virtual teams (Anawati & 
Craig, 2006), cross functional virtual teams (Robey, Khoo, & Powers, 2000), international 
virtual teams (Duranti & de Almeida, 2012), culturally homogenous virtual teams and 
multicultural virtual teams (Glikson & Erez, 2013), ad hoc multicultural virtual teams (Erez et 
al., 2013) and cross-cultural virtual project teams (Oertig & Buergi, 2006).  
If a Venn diagram mind-set is adopted then a clear and definitive subset of VTs is 
GVTs, whereby cultural, temporal and linguistic heterogeneity is taken as the norm. In contrast, 
studies of this type tend to assume and examine cultural diversity and forms of heterogeneity 
(e.g. H. Chang et al., 2011). This is reflected somewhat within the samples associated with 
each study type. Increasingly, the realisation is that much VT interaction is occurring 
domestically.  
GVT is a distinct form of VT and the word ‘global’ colours this definitively. 
Some studies (e.g. Mattarelli, Tagliaventi, Carli, & Gupta, 2017) are very clear that GVTs are 
a specific and definitive form of VTs where the degree of cultural, temporal and linguistic 
diversity is such that it likely poses additional challenges for teams of this type to be successful. 
Studies embracing GVTs as distinct tend to elaborate and account for the global as geographic 
distance encompassing degrees of time zone, cultural and linguistic diversity having effect. It 
is notable from nascent beginnings. For example: 
geographically and culturally diverse groups that are temporary, have minimal 
face-to-face contact; communicate through electronic media, and whose 
members work across temporal and spatial boundaries to coordinate their 
activities toward the attainment of common goals (Jarvenpaa & Leidner, 1998, 
p. 194).  
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Table 7 Journal title terms by study type, data nature, sample type and method to gather data 




Field study 130 
Quasi-
experiment 32 







real person 89 
Student 81 
Interview 24 
Interview + 14 
Observation & 
Group product 23 
Survey 77 
Survey + 32 
VT n=133 Field study 95 
Quasi-
experiment 24 







real person 67 
Student 63 
Interview 15 
Interview + 18 
Observation & 
Group product 23 
Survey 63 
Survey + 24 
GVT n=40 Field study 36 
Quasi-
experiment 8 







real person 22 
Student 18 
Interview 9 
Interview + 5 
Observation & 
Group product 14 
Survey 8 
Survey + 22 
GDT variant 
n=36 
Field study 33 
Quasi-
experiment 6 







real person 25 
Student 10 
Interview 4 
Interview + 5 
Observation & 
Group product 4 
Survey 17 
Survey + 6 
VG/VW 
n=11 
Field study 7 
Quasi-
experiment 4 







real person 2 
Student 8 
Interview 1 
Interview + 1 
Observation & 
Group product 3 
Survey 7 
Survey + 0 
GT 2 Field study 2 
Quasi-
experiment 0 







real person 2 
Student 0 
Interview 0 
Interview +1  
Observation & 
Group product 0 
Survey 0 




Field study 32 
Quasi-
experiment 7* 







real person 24 
Student 14 
Interview 6 
Interview + 1 
Observation & 
Group product 6 
Survey 20 
Survey + 5 
 
This definition is often cited (e.g. Mockaitis et al., 2012) and has long since contextualises the 
global or international business context as an inherent purpose of the GVT team. However, 
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some studies extend this definitional space with an emphasis on the international and global in 
the form of team purpose, (e.g. H. Chang, Hung, & Hsieh, 2014; C. B. Gibson et al., 2014; 
Hinds, Liu, & Lyon, 2011; Mattarelli et al., 2017). Global is not just culture but is also 
organisational international business activity and structure. However, again terminology is 
varied, for example, Duranti and de Almeida (2012) citing Cleland and Ireland (2000) use the 
term international virtual teams to suggest global or international projects are those that go 
beyond geographic, cultural, temporal and linguistic differences, including political, 
legislative, market and currency distinctions.  
A series of research design dimensions were then considered more specifically (refer 
to Table 5), namely, data nature, study type, sample nature, method to gather data, study 
duration, ‘data singularity’ and team fixedness. Both VT and GVT studies with students and 
real people vary in regard to cultural team composition with great singularity in single 
university, single country studies compared to multiple university, multiple country studies. 
And, yet, many of these studies are essentially based on samples with minimal ‘data 
singularity’ described, whereby very little qualification of this dimension is offered, or as 
university studies comprising students from numerous universities, countries and cultures 
joining into teams and working together virtually. Scholars have already recognised ad hoc 
temporary student as a limiting factor. Here three points present. Quasi-experimental designs 
are increasing and yet there is little to detail the points of difference between student teams and 
real organisation teams. Indeed, there is little to qualify the facets of global teams and their 
structure concerning culture or global business context. Moreover, just because a team member 
is based in a MNE in Singapore (or wherever), it does not necessarily mean they are culturally 
connected to this location. GVT studies tend to use robust methods and samples but it is 
surprising that there is inconsistency in the depth of context offered and language used to 
articulate the nature of these context distinctions between virtual teams.  
GDT and GVT – the same or different?  
As outlined earlier, the ‘G’ in GDT, is for geographic and does not mean global. At one level 
this definitive, however, there is a ‘blurring’ as this research  seemingly also accounts for the 
distinctiveness of global business issues. By adopting the term geographic, the assumption is 
that the degree of distance will ultimately influence temporal, cultural and linguistic 
dimensions, hence it is global and the terms are synonymousHowever, GDT does not appear 
to suggest either implicitly or explicitly that the virtual activity of the teampertains to 
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internatonal business or MNEs. Furthermore, this research also seems more likely to be 
associated with fault-line theory (e.g. Y.-T. Chiu & Staples, 2013) and generally the fields of 
information system and information management. Study designs include both student and 
organisational teams, and tend to be field-based quasi experiments using students present. The 
term differentiation is seemingly research domain bound and not related to a time index. The 
term GVT appears to predate GDT, and to align with concurrent engineering, new product 
development and design possibly is crossing boundaries like geographic distance, cultural 
diversity and time. It does not appear to encompass interactions between headquarters and 
subsidiaries or the range of business-to-business interactions with all forms of service providers 
and consultants. The terms are interchangeable for many but certainly not all.  
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Table 8 Journal derived VT, GVT and GDT variants by research design dimensions. 
  VT GVT GDT variant 
‘Data nature’ 
Mixed 9 1 4 
Qualitative 41 17 6 
Quantitative 81 21 9 
‘Study type’ 
Field study 95 36 18 
 Quasi experimental* 24 8 2 
Lab study 39 5 1 
‘Sample nature’ 
Organisational sample 67 22 14 
Student sample 63 18 4 
 MBA + 17 8 1 
‘Journal field’    
Communication  13 3 1 
Cross field 37 6 6 
Information science/management 35 12 17 
Management 29 17 5 
Psychology 9 0 1 
Teaching 4 2 0 
‘Method to gather data’ 
Interviews 15 9 2 
Interview ‘plus’ 9 5 4 
Observation & group product 18 5 41 
Survey 63 14 7 
Survey ‘plus’ 24 8 5 
‘Data singularity’ 
One organisation, team or group 20 3 4 
Two organisations 7 4 3 
Global four or more countries  23 18 5 
Single country – multiple organisations 12 1 0 
One university – one country 42 3 1 
One university – two or three countries 0 2 0 
Two universities – two countries  3 4 1 
Three universities – two or three countries 4 3 1 
Unknown 42 2 5 
‘Study Duration’ 
Sessions/minutes 30 4 1 
Weeks 33 12 1 
Months 49 22 5 
‘Snapshot’ studies of individuals reporting  66 14 14 
‘Team Fixedness’ 
Temporary team 65 16 3 
Assumed non-temporary team 26 13 10 
Standing team 8 7 1 
Not applicable 10 3 2 
Unknown 23 2 2 
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The quasi-experimental GVT study 
Table 9 presents a summary of the examination of team fixedness x study duration x 
research dimensions as a whole and with specific reference to GVT quasi-experimental studies. 
The groupings of standing teams x months, temporary teams by weeks and months and 
temporary teams engaged in sessions were considered. Sample type, size, team activity nature 
and duration are points of distinction. In the main, lab experiments tend to be much shorter in 
duration, typically sessional up to 90 minutes compared with undergraduate students. This type 
of study does not deploy interviews to gather data. Another defining point is that lab studies 
involve structure provided to team interaction via the activity or confederates and there is likely 
to be experimental manipulation(s) (e.g. Geister, Konradt, & Hertel, 2006). Standing team (and 
assumed to be standing teams) engage over periods of months, and to be organisational-based 
samples with data gathered via qualitative research methods, teams are comparatively larger 
and more variable in regard to team size and the duration of study is three months or more. 
Two studies using student samples stand out (Y. Dai et al., 2019; Weimann et al., 2013), as 
they are quasi-experimental in nature based on student teams working in the same teams for an 
extended period of time. This raises the question: at what point does a team engage sufficiently 
to now be described as a standing team rather than a temporary team? Is a period of weeks 
sufficient? Indeed what would this development look like and how would it be accounted for 
both at the individual and the team levels? With temporary teams studied for weeks and months, 
the full gambit of methods to gather data are observed. Team size varies. Study size in terms 
of number of respondents also varies with four very large studies (500 responding plus) (e.g. 
Erez et al., 2013; Magnusson, Schuster, & Taras, 2014; Spitzberg, 2011)). Other studies are 
smaller, comprising 20–39 groups (e.g. Munkvold & Zigurs, 2007). The team purpose tends to 
be a project team with the project nature showing definitive variation (e.g. Jiang, Jackson, 
Shaw, & Chung, 2012; Panteli & Davison, 2005). The duration of team engagement ranges 
from six–eight weeks to eight–13 weeks, often characterised as a semester-long project (e.g. 
Angelo & McCarthy, 2018; Aritz, Walker, & Cardon, 2018). No research theme was observed 
to predominate. In contrast, quasi studies tend to use activities that involves engaging for weeks 
or months with a continuity in the engagement focus of the team’s interaction. Teams are 
possibly undergraduates with one third of studies on ‘MBA plus’ teams. Methods to gather 
data often involve surveys or survey plus group product and observation. Some studies use 
multiple surveys over time.
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Table 9 Duration of study by team membership compared to data nature, study type, sample type and title terms 
 Data nature Study type Sample type  Title terms 
 Mixed Qualitative Quantitative Field Quasi 
Expt* 






26 112 248 252 55 140 185 190 42 15 123 38 
Standing 
team by  
Months 






4 34 4 24 2 0 21 3 1 1 5 5 
Temp by 
Months 
3 20 57 53 36 29 4 76 25 1 34 12 
Temp team 
by Weeks 




0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 
Temp by 
Minutes 
3 13 14 15 12 108 7 105 14 1 29 4 
Note: Boxing draws attention to studies within each categorisation explored in greater depth to explore the use of quasi-experimental studies; italics and boxing highlight the 
duration of these studies 
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Teams in lab studies are often either two–three or four members. Team size is typically 
larger at six–10. Tasks, range in complexity but are often described in terms of the project. 
Quasi studies comprise teams left to run themselves in terms of researcher involvement. In 
regard to ‘data singularity’ studies code as global (e.g. Erez et al., 2013; Magnusson et al., 
2014) or two universities – two or three countries (e.g. Cheng, Fu, & Druckenmiller, 2016), or 
single university – single country (e.g. Cheng, Fu, Han, & Zarifis, 2017; Pazos, 2012). Finally, 
team composition in lab studies tends to be singular, while quasi studies often comprise either 
global teams where each member is from a different geolocation or team members heralding 
from one or two distinct geolocations, which may or may not be different countries. However, 
comparing the studies in terms of technology used, similarity or dissimilarity between projects 
and activity undertaken, cultural, temporal and linguistic diversity has often not been accounted 
for, and measurement orients to the individual. Many of these studies use surveys and here the 
measures deployed show huge variety, even the nature of Likert-scale range (e.g. a 5-point 
scale compared to a 7-point scale) varies somewhat when deployed with constructs thought 
possibly similar, such as satisfaction.  
Conclusion  
This review finds only one third of the sample details research based on undergraduate student 
samples. Thus, a volume of field-based studies research based in genuine international and 
organisational contexts likely mitigates parallax. Gibbs et al. (2017b) suggest research on 
student vis-à-vis organisational teams and field vis-à-vis laboratory studies are key distinctions 
in the extant literature. This paper offers two contributions. First, using a broader and 
deliberately boundary-spanning method for generating a large sample of journals studies, this 
paper’s emergent findings confirm this distinction. Second, the nature of the experimental and 
quasi-experimental or experiential work context informing our extant knowledge of GVT is 
treated as amorphous, with little consideration of impact of how studies based on the 
experiences of students engaging within particular GVT contexts with regard to technology, 
virtuality, cultural and team composition, team purpose, duration and leadership compare with 
real organisational teams. Furthermore, much of this empirical study tends to examine the 
nature of performance but does not consider changes in team performance or individual 
development over time. Nor does it consider the differences and similarities between student 
teams engaging and real GVT members engaging. Gilson et al. (2015) note that researchers 
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have responded to the earlier call for more field-based research, suggesting that while student 
teams are still used increasingly work is with real teams.  
This paper confirms that much of the extant literature tends to subsume facets of 
research method and sample nature influential to understanding (Gibbs et al., 2017b; Scott & 
Wildman, 2015). There is very little examination of how students’ GVT experiences align with 
reality or the experiences of ‘real’ people and the points of differentiation between real 
organisational teams and student teams generally. Within this observation is also the challenge 
of how we account for the typologies of teams more generally regardless of sample nature. The 
implications of this study are the reiteration of the need for scholars to clearly outline research 
parameters and consider the influence of research design, sample nature and related 
assumptions and biases upon which any research is based. This might be supported by efforts 
to create a common and shared across-field parlance. 
This study responds to and amplifies the call made “to consider the role of team type 
and design more explicitly in designing future studies” (Gibbs et al., 2017b, p. 601). Findings 
suggest that, while there is a predominance of empirical work based on student samples 
presenting in both the quasi-experimental and experimental approaches, there is also a 
multitude of organisational-derived research. Historically, early period research comparing and 
contrasting face-to-face teams with computer-enabled teams are more likely to suffer parallax, 
as these studies tend to be experimental-style studies reliant upon student teams. Student-based 
studies with students engaging in temporary teams is confirmed as a potential parallax in 
keeping with Gibbs et al.’s (2017b) finding. However, much of this work is now in field-like 
studies (coded here as quasi-experimental), whereby engagement is thought to closely 
approximate real VT/GVT activity. Qualifying the level of alignment between virtual working 
contexts and classroom-crafted virtual learning settings has merit for both educators and 
practitioners alike. Ideally, research might now qualify the generalisability of student sample 
research vis-à-vis naturally organisational teams and a shared language for this might draw 
researchers one-step closer to this articulation. The anchor points differentiating organisational 
and student teams are suggested to be team structure with regard to role and leadership; the 
duration of time the team works together with the likelihood or not of working together again; 
the activity; technology; team decision-making authorities; and the cultural composition of the 
team. These facets remain difficult to measure and represent within VT and GVT typologies. 
Dynamic contextual facets such as working in a common language and the practices of 
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translation, which likely tie to subgroupings within any culturally heterogeneous team, bring 
to the fore the acuity for measuring the cultural heterogeneity of not only individuals but of 
teams themselves, especially at the sub-national levels. Measurement issues remain as forefront 
issues to address. A starting point might be a classification typology of what international 
business educators attempt to develop as individual team-level competences for virtual 
performance in contrast with a framing of the everyday GVT activities and competencies.  
Limitations and future research 
Like any study, this review has limitations. The abundance of research is such that not all 
research on GVTs and VTs has been considered. Furthermore, the decision to exclude reviews, 
theoretical and meta-analyses needs to be highlighted. Numerous meta-analyses abound but 
were excluded based on the perceived methodology distinctions. Comparative examination of 
these studies has yet to be undertaken and might now be a focus of future research. Research 
might also consider how student GVT performance develops over time, technology adoption 
and adaptation, language and if mastery of virtual communication competence does indeed 
influence GVT performance and individual GVT experience. Being able to characterise student 
performance and context might then allow for clearer qualification of similarities and 
distinctions between GVT novices and masters. International business educators have adopted 
experiential learning in GVTs to more closely approximate potential real-world engagement. 
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CHAPTER DISCUSSION 
This chapter discussion draws three conclusions. At the outset of this study, the concern was 
perhaps that student team data was so prevalent that our understanding of real GVTs is skewed, 
drawn only from student teams. The first conclusion is that there is an abundance of research, 
whereby student teams do prevail but so do does research with real organisational teams. 
Students are not the only sample and the use of student samples makes sense if the focus of a 
study is student development. This paper attests that GVT, international and intercultural 
education and virtual communication technology research is abundant with an extensive 
research contribution over the last six years. The findings of previous researchers that keeping 
our knowledge of the GVT field current is a challenge with strong research momentum and 
researcher interest is still observed. It suggests that research interrogating the development of 
GVT competences in students via experiential learning approaches remains partially 
understood. Furthermore, virtual and intercultural communication continues to be of interest 
(Gluesing, 2020; Gilson et al., 2015). This paper reminds that VT and GVT literatures are not 
necessarily the same in their constructions of context and technology; that scholars and 
practitioners likely benefit from reading both these literatures jointly. Care needs to be 
exercised to consider contextual nuances, which includes treating the facets of culture, 
language, virtuality and technology with clarity and sophistication. Culture is more than 
national culture; similarly, there are differing levels of virtuality, and technology is ever 
evolving and shifting in its form and ubiquity. It suggests that, while student teams research 
was prevalent, so too was research in organisational settings. In so doing, it affirms the findings 
of Gibbs et al. (2017b). Quasi-experimental field studies or the use of experiential field work 
settings are prevalent and useful, but researchers need to collectively take care not to subsume 
essential facets of research dimensions and sample nature vital to understanding. 
Second, of those studies examining student teams, with some as experimental research 
designs, others are increasingly experiential designs. Experiential designs have also been called 
quasi-experimental. Within experiential GVTs, there is increasing need for sophistication to 
account for team composition. Namely, distinctions between real teams and student teams in 
regard to technology usage, duration and team task or purpose, team fixedness or how long the 
team engages with each other and whether data singularity is the team really global in regard 
to cultural issues it will likely face.  
Third, the findings of this paper are echoed somewhat in the framework of location, 
distance and time developed by Jimenez et al. (2017). They are also framed with the recent 
107 
CHAPTER 4: PAPER 2 
publication of Collins, Arthur, Brown, & Kennedy (2015), which differentiates between 
bicultural teams and global teams. Like the Gibbs et al. (2017b) review, this paper was 
published as this study was being undertaken. Jointly, these two papers each endorse aspects 
of the findings offered by this study. 
There is an increasing number of experiential-based learning studies within IB classroom 
using student samples and pre- and post-test scale data to evaluate change. There is need for 
greater differentiation of VT and GVT in terms of team composition. To this end, in the 
development of the empirical study that follows, attention was given to these studies. A 
summary of this additional data is presented in Appendix E (Tables 20 to 23). This subsample 
of studies with GVT expressly in the title of the paper, and using multiple point survey to gather 
data, explored contextual mediators of performance, for example, technology and distance (e.g. 
Henttonen & Blomqvist, 2005); time and temporal distance (e.g. Massey, Montoya, & Hung, 
2003; Montoya-Weiss et al., 2001), trust (e.g. Jarvenpaa & Leidner, 1998; Jarvenpaa, Knoll, & 
Leidner, 1998; Jarvenpaa, Shaw, & Staples, 2004), conflict (e.g. Kankanhalli et al., 2006) and 
team processes (e.g. Magnusson, et al., 2014). While a number of studies used multi-point 
surveys of GVT project teams (e.g. Burke, Aytes, Chidambaram, & Johnson, 1999; Cogliser 
et al., 2013; Cramton & Webber, 2005; Havakhor & Sabherwal, 2018; Jarvenpaa, Knoll, & 
Leidner, 1998; Walther & Bunz, 2005), very few were found to examine the use of experiential 
GVTs to develop individual competences, in particular intercultural and virtual competences. 
The use of pre- and post-test measures is less prevalent as a methodological approach but it 
does present and, in particular, in consideration of GVTs, as experiential learning experiences 
(e.g. Erez et al., 2013; Taras et al., 2013; Velez-Calle et al., 2020). In both the intercultural and 
virtual competence literatures, while measures have been developed, the development of 
intercultual capacity as CQs appears to be more considered, along with a focus on technology 
as an individual capacity, with very little cross-comparison of measures undertaken. 
Furthermore, only a small number of studies deploy multi-data approaches, with most tending 
to use only post-experience measures. This small number of noteworthy studies include 
research examining GVT learning via case studies or alternate methodologies (Flammia, 2014; 
Gavidia et al., 2005), are especially relevant as they pertain to the use of GVT as collaborative 
experiential learning (Erez et al., 2013), include the specific evaluation of these environs for 
the development of cultural intelligence (Harnisch, 2014; Taras et al., 2013), review the 
influence of culture on multinational virtual teams (MNVTs:S. J. Han & Beyerlein, 2016) and 
explore intercultural and virtual or technology skills (Long & Meglich, 2013; Velez-Calle et 
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al., 2020; Zwerg-Villegas & Martínez-Díaz, 2016) and with regard to course assignments and 
assessing learning (Cathro et al., 2014; Long & Meglich, 2013). A by-product of the review is 
identification of three key papers examining experiential learning within GVTs engaging in 
collaborative projects, cultural intelligence and using pre- and post- or multiple point-in-time 
measurement (Erez et al., 2013; Taras et al., 2013; Zwerg-Villegas & Martínez-Díaz, 2016). 
Erez et al. (2013) focus on the development of CQ, global and local identity, finding that the 
level of trust has a moderator effect. This study used data collected via web-based surveys 
(2008–2011) deploying a multi-wave approach including six months post-experience and the 
sample comprised 1221 graduate management students in 312 virtual multicultural teams 
participating in a four-week project in four cohorts (2008–2011).  
Taras et al. (2013), drawing upon multisource longitudinal data (2011–2012) from 6000 
students in 43 countries working on a project for a period of two months in GVTs, evaluate the 
experiential GVT as an education approach. The study by Zwerg-Villegas and Martínez-Díaz, 
(2016) similarly uses post-survey data collected in 2014, from 2494 X-Culture participants, to 
examine the challenges inherent to experiential learning in the form of cultural differences and 
virtual team coordination. Sample sizes for other studies are much smaller, with little use of 
matched data, minimal use of control groups and a wide range of variety of team size, duration 
of activity and type of engagement evidenced. 
While some scholars are adamant that student samples compromise the generalisability 
of findings (e.g. Gordon, Slade, & Schmitt, 1987), others suggest that, while student samples 
need to be treated with caution, other samples may not be appreciably more generalisable 
(Greenberg, 1987; Peterson & Merunka, 2014). Of essence is that any sample should be 
qualified inside the overall theoretical frame of the research, in terms of research methods 
deployed, and well-argued to be generalizable within the extant literature (Basil, 1996; Bello, 
Leung, Radebaugh, Tung, & van Witteloostuijn, 2009). Within the study that now comprises 
Chapter 5, justification for the use of a student sample is foremost that the focus of this study 
is the empirical investigation of intercultural and virtual competency development and the 
related performance of measures to characterise the nature of this development in the 
undergraduate classroom with students. The inherent limitation resulting from the use of a 
student sample with the associated concerns for this sample representing by proxy ‘real GVTs’ 
is mitigated somewhat when the focus is the development of individuals within GVT 
experiences in the undergraduate classroom. Moreover, students comprising the sample are 
genuinely engaging within a GVT context with an international business focus. 
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Chapter 5: Paper 3 – Developing virtual team 
competences 
CHAPTER INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND TO PAPER 3 
This introduction outlines the empirical study at the heart of this chapter. Paper 3 presents a 
single-method quantitative study of the development of intercultural and virtual competences 
in two different undergraduate classrooms. It questions the educational role of technology-
enabled virtual team experiences in the development of virtual and intercultural communication 
competences in global virtual teams (GVTs). This study gives focus to the use of measures to 
assess the development of intercultural and virtual competences as a result of GVT experience.  
Decisions regarding which measures to use in the empirical study were made in 2015. 
Data gathering took place in 2016 and 2017. Both Paper 1 and Paper 2 influence the rationale 
for decisions made in this study. As presented in Chapter 3, Paper 1 describes a wide volume 
of work examining intercultural communication competence. It also presents a clear call for 
scholarship to compare measure of ICC and CQ (Appenrodt, 2013; Berardo, 2005). The 
research process underpinning Paper 1 identified two or three measures for intercultural 
competence: Arasaratnam’s (2009) intercultural communication competence, cultural 
intelligence (Ang et al., 2009) and the intercultural development inventory (IDI) (Hammer, 
Bennett, & Wiseman, 2003). Based on the IDI being propriety, it was excluded (Hammer, 
2015a, 2015b; Kruse, Didion, & Perzynski, 2014). Paper 1 also contributed to the view that 
comparative examination to two measures for culture and two for technology would be feasible 
in the exploration of development within two GVT experiences. In addition, that comparative 
examination of measures yet to be fully achieved would offer contribution.  
Paper 2 influences the decision of how much data to collect and undergirds the study in 
terms of class size, GVT composition and learning experience as an activity. In 2019, a version 
of this paper was submitted to the Academy of International Business (AIB) annual conference. 
It was acccepted and presented virtually at the 2020 conference.  
The stage was set in 2012 with classroom internationalisation to bring GVT experience 
into MANT222 with the Global Enterprise Experience (GEE) and the adoption of VIBU 
simulation in 2015. Having taught with this for a couple of years, the question was ‘does this 
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GVT experience teach what is espoused?’ My digital dinosaur concern was ‘what do I bring to 
the classroom as the educator and should content equally focus on teaching virtual technology 
knowledge and skills as well as intercultural knowledge and competences?’ 
At the time of making research design decisions, fewer papers were present than today. 
Some key papers were Erez et al., (2013), Taras et al., (2013) and Wang and Haggerty (2011). 
Consideration of two of the three papers influencing the development of this study in 2015 is 
encompassed within the paper. In addition, two papers by the research team Schulze and 
Krumm went to print within the data-gathering period of this empirical study. Discussion of 
Wang and Haggerty’s (2011) study, along with consideration of Schulze and Krumm’s (2017) 
review now follows. 
 
Which measures to deploy for virtual competences? 
Wang and Haggerty (2009, 2011) presented the concept of individual virtual competences in 
two journal articles and a conference paper (2006). Wang and Haggerty (2011, citing 
Marcolin, Conceau, Munro, & Huff, 2000) suggest a research focus at the individual level 
and that “individual competence in general is an important precursor to individual 
performance” (p. 300). They define competence as “the state of having the necessary 
ability, motivation, skill, and knowledge that guides action” (Wang & Haggerty, 2011, p. 
300, citing Kraiger, Ford, & Salas, 1993; Spencer & Spencer 1993). This definition 
suggests that individual competence is context specific, because different contexts may 
require different sets of ability, motivation, skill and knowledge (Marcolin, Compeau, 
Munro, & Huff, 2000; Y. Wang & Haggerty, 2011).Wang and Haggerty (2011) suggest 
numerous contexts present, including the GVT context, which can be considered from the 
perspective of the individual. Individual performance is considered the building block of 
team or organisational performance (Martins et al., 2004), and alignment between the two 
“cannot be achieved without the understanding of the individuals, individual 
characteristics, especially those pertaining to coping with this new way of work, [which] 
deserve more research attention” (Wang & Haggerty, 2011, p. 300).  
Wang and Haggerty (2011) suggest an individual’s virtual competence (IVc) as “an 
individual’s knowledge, skills and abilities (KSAs) to collaborate and communicate with 
others in virtual environments for the purpose of completing collaborative work whereby 
individuals with higher levels of IVc will perform their work activities better than 
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individuals with lower levels of IVc” (p. 303). They theorise IVc as a multidimensional 
construct comprising cognitive, skill-based and affective components (Wang & Haggerty, 
2011, p. 211, citing Kraiger, Ford & Salas, 2000; Martins et al., 2004). Moreover, the 
composition of a competence is not static. Wang and Haggerty (2011) identify three salient 
dimensions: virtual self-efficacy (VSe), virtual media skill (VMS), and virtual social skill 
(VSS) (Wang and Haggerty, 2009, 2011).  
Virtual self-efficacy influences individuals’ perseverance when encountering 
challenges; virtual self-efficacy contextualises this belief to persevere using information 
communication technologies and accomplish work tasks virtually (Staples, Hulland, & 
Higgins, 1999; Y. Wang & Haggerty, 2009). Virtual media skill (VMS) describes an 
individual’s skill level (versus his or her confidence as in self-efficacy above) in using 
technologies to communicate in virtual settings to their full potential (Wang & Haggerty, 
2009, 2011). VMS recognises that “a lack of skill in using computer technologies impairs 
an individual’s capability to accomplish tasks in virtual settings and is performance 
oriented rather than belief oriented” (Wang & Haggerty, 2011, p. 305): 
It taps into the actual ability of individuals to leverage technologies in 
various situations, emphasizing “how to” rather than “know what”. Using 
technologies might be simple; however, being able to exploit their 
potential in virtual settings requires more comprehensive understanding 
and capability, and proves to be much more valuable (Wang & Haggerty, 
2011, p. 305). 
Virtual Social Skill (VSS) “describes an individual’s ability to build social 
relationships with others in virtual settings” and “is representative of both the knowledge 
(‘know what’) component and the skill (‘how to’) component of competence in virtual 
settings” (Wang & Haggerty, 2011, p. 305). Wang and Haggerty (2009, 2011) see VSe as 
paramount as it motivates individuals to persist in coping with new and sometimes difficult 
environments.  
Schultz and Krumm’s (2017) review of the virtual teamwork literature discusses 
frameworks of knowledge, skills, attributes and other (KSAO) requirements for virtual 
teamwork, challenges inherent to virtuality.While acknowledging reviews by Gilson et al., 
(2015), Martins et al. (2004) and Hock and Kozlowski (2014) offer insight into virtual 
teamwork and virtual leadership. Schulze and Krumm (2017) suggest the most relevant 
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previous works, including the often cited work of Spitzberg (2006) examining computer-
mediated communication competence, along with the work of Hertel et al. (2006).  
Schulze and Krumm (2017) suggest that cultural diversity-related challenges have been 
identified as requiring individuals within teams to be “knowledgeable about culture specifics 
and have the skills for competent intercultural communication” (p. 75), and in so doing reiterate 
that cultural understandings and technology are intertwined. Technology and culture have been 
shown to be intertwined, whereby cultural groups view technology usage differently and this 
is reflected in praxis (Cardon & Dai, 2014; Hinds et al., 2011). Individuals within VTs and 
GVTs “benefit from knowing how to use ICT in such a way that negative effects of different 
cultures and languages are mitigated” (Schulze & Krumm, 2017, p. 76, citing Klitmøller, 
Schneider and Jonsen, 2015; Shachaf, 2008; Tenzer & Pudleko, 2016). At the core of Schulz 
and Krumm’s model are the three virtuality facets: technology use, cultural differences and 
geographic dispersion. Each facet poses challenges for teamwork and each facet is postulated 
to comprise motivational, behavioural (skills) and cognitive (knowledge) aspects that may help 
or hinder individuals accordingly. Schulz and Krumm (2017) also suggest motivation is central, 
that individuals need to be willing to engage via technology and not succumb to computer 
mediated communication anxiety or apprehensions (C. R. Scott & Timmerman, 2005; 
Venkatesh, 2000; Wrench & Punyanunt-Carter, 2007) and to engage cross culturally (S. 
Collins, Arthur, Brown, & Kennedy, 2015; Hinds, Neeley, & Cramton, 2014; Koh, Joseph, & 
Ang, 2010; Magnusson, Schuster, & Taras, 2014; Presbitero, 2016), which includes a 
willingness to work with geographic (and temporal) dispersions (e.g. Hertel, Konradt, & 
Orlikowski, 2004). Schulze and Krumm (2017) also suggest prior experiences impact upon 
individual competences, encompassing facets of technology experience (e.g. Brown, Dennis, 
& Venkatesh, 2010; Carlson, Carlson, Hunter, Vaughn, & George, 2013; Carlson & Zmud, 
1999), as well as intercultural experience (Ng, Van Dyne, & Ang, 2012). And especially so 
within a multicultural VT context (Erez et al., 2013; Shokef, Erez, Ang, & Van Dyne, 2008; 
Taras et al., 2013) and distance (Staples et al., 1999; Wilson, O'Leary, Metiu, & Jett, 2008). 
However, while influential, both of these respective and similar theoretical frames were 
sidelined somewhat in this empirical study. The review work of Schulze and Krumm (2017) 
theoretical frames and the empirical studies by theses scholars and others presented after data 
gathering for this study commenced (e.g. Krumm, Kanthak, Hartmann & Hertel, 2016; Krumm 
& Schulze, 2017). The Krumm, Terwiel and Hertel (2013) study similarly framed knowledge, 
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skills, abilities and other within a language of virtual work. The survey sample was 
professionals working in traditional and virtual teams. A key concern was that the wording and 
language of the survey grounded in the language of organisations and work roles might not 
translate into a student GVT experience and are likely to be challenging to answer. However, 
both of these empirical studies (Krumm, Terwiel & Hertel, 2013; Wang & Haggerty, 2009, 
2011) influence evaluations and decisions made pertaining to measures adopted indirectly.  
Study outline 
Drawing this all together, the aim of the study is to assess the development of intercultural and 
virtual competences resulting from engagement within a GVT experience, and in the process 
comparative evaluation of the measures deployed. The research of Wang and Haggerty (2011), 
and Schulze and Krumm (2017) confirms that researchers see merit in the capacity to measure 
and to be able to evaluate the change in these capabilities because of experience and learning. 
Furthermore, that culture and technology influence contexts and the behaviour of individuals 
within contexts.  
This single-method study adopted an inputs-process (experience within GVT)-output model 
with a pre- and post-test methodology to consider if development can be evidenced and 
characterised. This approach present often in the extant literature. For example, Martins et al. 
(2004), drawing upon Hackman and Morris (1975), organise their review of VT literature using 
an IPO framework (suggesting this is an often used approach to frame the study of teams) and 
yet the use of matched pre- and post-survey is less embraced and measures tend to be deployed 
post experience only. One notable exception would be Fischer’s (2011) study on cross-cultural 
training effects upon the development of CQ. Therefore, at the outset, this study was designed 
as comprising two different measures for culture and two different measures for virtual 
communication to explore measure performance and measurement of individuals’ 
competences within GVTs, with matched pre- and post-survey data along with a control group 
not subject to experience. The virtual communication measures deployed with rationale 
enmeshed within the paper to follow are Ledbetter’s (2009) measurement of online 
communication attitude (MOCA) and the Van Deursen et al.’s (2015) the internet skills scale 
(ISS). 
In turn, the chapter discussion considers why this study matters and the development of 
intercultural and virtual competences, as well as the use of these particular scales as measures 
to assess these competences.   
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PAPER 3: ‘DEVELOPMENT OF COMPETENCES’ 
Comparing the development of virtual and intercultural competences via global virtual 
team (GVT) collaboration 
Abstract 
Scholars have noted in numerous fields, including education and international business, that 
the ubiquitous nature of technology has impacted everyday experiences, business and higher 
education. At their core, mobile and digital technologies deliver dramatic yet now routinely 
accepted changes. Educators have embraced technology in the classroom, applying tenets of 
experiential learning theory, questioning and revaluating learning experiences, satisfaction and 
quality. Certainly, a robust plethora of research presents; however, assessing learning 
objectives remains elusive. Many studies rely upon post-test surveys only with measures 
initially developed for alternate contexts and little focus considering the impact of context 
generally. Key learning goals, within global virtual teams (GVTs) in undergraduate 
classrooms, include both intercultural and virtual technology competences, yet few studies 
directly explore how these individual competences develop. Using pre- and post-GVT 
experience data gathered by online survey, this study contrasts student intercultural and virtual 
competence development in response to two GVT experiences. Contrasting collaborative 
learning experiences verifies the differential influence of context and that assessing learning 
remains measurement fraught. This empirical paper spurs future research to consider the 
assessment of learning resulting from the deployment of education applications of digital 
technologies. 
 
Keywords: collaborative learning, intercultural communication competence, virtual 
communication competence, global virtual teams, competence development 
 
Introduction 
Group-based, technology enabled, experiential learning in business education is not new; for 
many it is certainly not novel (Erez et al., 2013; Taras et al., 2013). Education scholars suggest 
that digitalisation, the pervasive internet and mobile nature of technologies, is changing 
learning experiences (Traxler & Kukulska-Hulme, 2016), and necessitates a re-framing of 
temporal and spatial aspects of “nomadic collaborative learning” in groups (Ryberg, Davidsen 
& Hodgson, 2018, p. 235). Scholars have posited that both intercultural and computer-mediated 
communication skills likely influence performance capacities for individuals as well as for 
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teams (Gilson et al., 2015). Both international human resource managers and educators are 
interested in how to develop and assess individual and team performance. Selecting or 
developing these capacities is the lynchpin to leveraging global talent. International business 
educators have responded by attempting to transform classroom experiences by adopting 
learning activities that mirror the real world as much as possible. Toyoda (2018, p. 1) suggests 
that, “while academic articles promoting intercultural learning abound, few show how to assess 
intercultural competence, which is a major challenge” (p. 1). Moreover, the ever-evolving 
nature of GVT engagement and the related competences are difficult to pinpoint (Spitzberg, 
2015). For example, which competences, intercultural or virtual, are most affected by GVT 
experience?  
Recently, research has started to explore the development of intercultural and virtual 
competences (Zwerg-Villegas & Martínez-Díaz, 2016), and the assessment of virtual 
collaborative learning outcomes via reflective learning journals (Cathro, 2018; Cathro et al., 
2014; Cathro et al., 2017). Also, with a few notable exceptions (e.g. Erez et al., 2013; Fischer, 
2011; Jarvenpaa & Leidner, 1998; Taras et al., 2013), much GVT research tends to shy away 
from the education approach of pre- and post-test. This paper contributes to and extends this 
conversation. Using a pre- and post-test survey approach, this paper compares two 
undergraduate classes engaging with virtual collaborative technologies, completing group 
work and reflecting upon their learning experiences. It confirms the utility of the GVT 
collaborative learning context for the development of intercultural and virtual competences, 
endorsing GVT contexts as efficacious. However, both GVT collaborations did not lead to the 
same competency shifts, suggesting that not all GVT contexts are universally developing 
intercultural and virtual competences.  
 
Literature review 
GVTs as experiential learning contexts 
University educators generally and within the field of international business have 
embraced virtual group experiences to prepare students for future work roles (e.g. N. Collins 
et al., 2017; Taras et al., 2013). Numerous studies have examined GVT performance with some 
tendency to use a post-experience survey, interviews, case studies and analysis of group 
interactions (e.g. Gibbs, Sivunen, & Boyraz, 2017; Jimenez et al., 2017). A few empirical 
exceptions explore learning as evidenced by change as represented by post- and pre-experience 
survey data present. For example, in the examination of GVT effectiveness in the international 
business classroom (Erez et al., 2013; Taras et al., 2013), in development of intercultural and 
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virtual communication skills (Walker, Cardon, & Aritz, 2018; Zwerg-Villegas & Martínez-
Díaz, 2016), and in investigation of trust and individual performance in virtual and semi-virtual 
groups (Cheng et al., 2017; Jarvenpaa & Leidner, 1998). The effectiveness of experiential 
learning exemplars, such as X-culture and the Global Enterprise Experience (GEE), is well 
evidenced (Cathro, 2018; Cathro et al., 2017; Taras et al., 2013); however, surely not all virtual 
teaming experiences and settings are the same? Simulation games like VIBU (e.g. Bragge, 
Kallio, Seppälä, Lainema, & Malo, 2017) are akin to virtual team project experiences where 
teams collaborate to generate business plans but are perhaps not quite the same. Furthermore, 
while studies provide evidence learning (e.g. Cathro, O’Kane, & Gillbertson, 2017; Taras et 
al., 2013; Zwerg-Villegas & Martínez-Díaz, 2016), to date it appears that we have a mixed bag 
of findings, with little fully validated instrumentation to comparatively examine competency 
development of individuals, and to comparatively consider the learning experiences of these 
respective approaches. Furthermore, the abundance and sustained multidisciplinary interest, 
the volume of models and measures and the velocity of change in digital technologies 
compound the challenge of understanding how to measure and assess an individual’s 
development of intercultural and virtual communication competences in GVTs (B. Alexander 
et al., 2014; Arasaratnam, 2016; Avgousti, 2018; Godwin-Jones, 2019; Koester & Lustig, 2015; 
K. Leung et al., 2014; K. Leung & Wang, 2015; Spitzberg, 2015; Stadler, 2017).  
Illeris (2007) proffers that all “experiential learning can be understood as learning in 
which the learning dimensions of content, incentive, and interaction are involved in a 
subjectively balanced and substantial way” (p. 92). While research findings suggest a positive 
relationship between these competences and GVT performance, little attention is paid to the 
development of these competences. One exception is Zwerg-Villegas and Martínez-Díaz’s 
(2016) study. This unmatched data suggests that, for the experimental group participating in 
the GVT collaboration, students gained cultural intelligence, and the perceived difficulties and 
impact of cultural differences arising from cultural and linguistic differences decreased. These 
students also learned that the virtual aspects of the GVT are complex; gaining increased 
sophistication in their understanding of these challenges (Zwerg-Villegas & Martínez-Díaz, 
2016). Here, intercultural and virtual descriptors were drawn from measures using cultural 
intelligence (Ang et al., 2007) and changes in behaviour reported for decision making, 
coordinating their working with others, use of technology, interaction frequency, navigating 
the inherent challenges of time zones (Taras et al., 2013). There is an abundance of literature 
exploring global virtual team performance, intercultural communication competence and 
virtual communication competences, and yet what remains less understood is the 
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developmental nature of these intercultural and virtual competences. Here, Kurthakoti and 
Good’s (2019) discussion of the evaluation of experiential learning brings to the fore what 
might be expressed as an educator’s conundrum: if it is measured and measureable, the 
experience can be honed to maximise learning but this is reliant upon measurement and the 
instruments used to assess the nature of learning.  
 
Intercultural competencies 
Spitzberg and Chagnon (2009) define intercultural competence as “the appropriate and 
effective management of interaction between people who, to some degree or another, represent 
different or divergent affective, cognitive, and behavioral orientations to the world” (p. 7). A 
proliferation of models is accompanied by a range of measurement instruments, many of which 
are yet to be fully validated and cross-checked (e.g. Appenrodt, 2013; Arasaratnam, 2015; 
Deardorff, 2009, 2011, 2015; Kealey, 2015; Koester & Lustig, 2015; Leung et al., 2014; 
Lieberman & Gamst, 2015; Spitzberg & Changnon, 2009). For example, Fantini (2009) lists 
44 instruments, while Spencer-Oatey and Franklin (2009) list 77 different instruments and 
Deardorff (2016) more than 100. Collectively, these instruments target different individuals 
(e.g. business people, health professionals, etc.) and contexts, and they tend to involve a web-
based questionnaire format based on self-assessment (Schauer, 2016). Some scholars have 
noted that many instruments remain untested (Deardorff, 2011; Matsumoto & Hwang, 2013; 
Spencer-Oatey & Franklin, 2009). Others like Schauer (2016) draw attention to the challenges 
of assessing intercultural competence and testing for development. Deardorff’s (2015) 
discussion of research hurdles mentions the number of measures and instruments, a changing 
paradigm shift towards behavioural assessment, the importance of control groups, the influence 
of context and the issue of technology. 
 
Intercultural communication competence or cultural intelligence? 
What has been termed ‘intercultural communication competence’ (ICC) by some (Arasaratnam, 
2006, 2009; Fantini, 2009; Sercu, 2010) has seemingly been named ‘cultural intelligence’ (CQ) 
by others (e.g., Ang et al., 2015). Cultural intelligence has been defined as “the capability of an 
individual to function effectively in situations characterised by cultural diversity”(Ang & Van 
Dyne, 2015, p. 3). It is a well-established construct with numerous reviews (Fang et al., 2018; 
Liao & Thomas, 2020; Ott & Michailova, 2018). A four-faceted measure has been developed 
and validated, which includes studies of multicultural teams and collaborative global teams 
(Bücker, Furrer, & Weem, 2016; Koh, Joseph, & Ang, 2009; Shokef & Erez, 2015; Van Dyne 
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et al., 2012). Koh et al. (2009) suggest it is an essential for information technology professionals 
working in global collaborative teams and yet this remains comparatively under-researched 
with few articles focussing on GVT contexts (Henderson, Stackman, & Lindekilde, 2018; Y. 
Li & Skulason, 2013) and the individual competencies idealised as fit for purpose as a virtual 
team player (Schulze & Krumm, 2017). Liao and Thomas (2020) proffer that “there is a small 
but growing body of research examining the development of cultural intelligence” (p. 64) with 
a mixed report card for the use of experiential learning as effective in the development of 
cultural intelligence. Some studies show support for CQ development (Bücker & Korzilius, 
2015; Taras et al., 2013) and others suggest no effect (Eisenberg et al., 2013).  
Scholars have questioned if CQ can be developed (Blasco, 2012; Blasco, Feldt, & 
Jakobsen, 2012; Eisenberg et al., 2013; Shokef & Erez, 2015) and the concept has also been 
criticised due to the overlap and lack of differentiation with other constructs such as emotional 
intelligence (EQ) (Crowne, 2009, 2013; Mayer & Salovey, 1993; Ward, Fischer, Zaid Lam, & 
Hall, 2009). Eisenberg et al. (2013, p. 603) suggest “cross-cultural management courses have 
stronger effects on metacognitive and cognitive CQ than on motivational and behavioral CQ” 
(p. 603). Shokef et al. (2008) found that participants of virtual multicultural teams (comprising 
members from five different countries and engaging for four weeks) demonstrated a significant 
increase of three facets of CQ (their metacognitive CQ, motivational CQ and behavioural CQ). 
Fischer (2011) observes that “self-rated cognitive and metacognitive CQ scores of university 
students decrease after an eight-session intercultural training program with lectures, a 
simulation game, and a behavior modification session” (p. 773). He suggests, “decreased CQ 
scores represent intercultural competence development” as a “progress from unconscious 
incompetence to conscious incompetence” (Fischer, 2011, p. 773). This study also found that 
“open-minded students report higher increases in motivational CQ” (Fischer, 2011, p. 773). 
Bartel-Radic and Giannelloni (2017, p. 31) attest that “being over self-confident in 
communication skills is a negative precursor of intercultural learning” (p. 31), contradicting 
the findings of Osman-Gani and Rockstuhl (2009) and MacNab and Worthley (2012). Osman-
Gani and Rockstuhl’s (2009) study shows that cross-cultural training increases self-efficacy, 
and leads to cross-cultural adjustment. Similarly, MacNab and Worthley (2012) evidence that 
self-efficacy strongly predicts the CQ development.  
In discussion of the need for fine-tuned methods of assessing intercultural competence, 
Arasaratnam (2016), citing Bowler, Bowler and Cope (2012), provides critique of Likert scales 
based on a favouring individuals with higher cognitive complexity who are able to differentiate 
between constructs. Deardorff (2006) lists case studies, interviews, self-reported surveys, 
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observation self-reflection, journals and diaries, and advances the use of pre-post testing, 
programme satisfaction surveys and direct evidence embedded within critical reflection papers 
or capstone projects. Discussing this, Kurthakoti and Good (2019) offer that, “in spite of its 
simplicity in implementation, a majority of scholars are not in favour of using pre-post 
assessments as they tend to rely heavily on self-reported scales and may be influenced by other 
factors, while others work to develop such scales” (p. 49). They list for, for example, “cultural 
intelligence (CQ) (Early & Mosakowski, 2004; Van Dyne, Ang & Koh, 2008; Nolan & 
Kurathoki, 2017), inter-cultural adjustment potential scale (ICAPS) (Matsumoto et al., 2001) 
or the multicultural personality questionnaire (MPQ) (van der Zee & van Oudenhoven, (2001) 
to assess cultural intelligence and serve as a tool for assessment for the multidimensional 
cultural intelligence construct” (Kurathoki & Good, 2019, p. 50) and in so doing recommend 
measures for both ICC and CQ with possibly some favouring of CQ. Here, Appenrodt (2013) 
suggest that concepts like ICC and CQ might be tested comparatively. Citing Deardorff (2009), 
Leung et al., (2014) remind that IC measurement is complex and that one tool or method is 
likely to be insufficient. Leung et al. (2014) argue for the combining of different measures to 
provide a more comprehensive and context specific assessment. Ng et al. (2012) suggest the 
CQS is a well-established measure for intercultural learning. Matsumoto and Hwang (2013) 
see promise in the measure but “call for further psychometric testing of the goodness of fit of 
identified structures across cross-cultural samples of different demographics-sex, age, 
language, and so on” (p. 867).  
 
‘Virtual competences’ and GVTs 
Broadly, virtual communication competences are the communication skills required by those 
working in a virtual team (Berry, 2011; Hertel et al., 2006; Lohikoski & Haapasalo, 2013; Y. 
Wang & Haggerty, 2011). Over the past two decades, these technology-enabled collaborative 
skills have been referred to by a range of terms, such as ‘computer mediated communication’ 
(CMC) (Spitzberg, 2006), ‘digital competence’ (Calvani, Cartelli, Fini, & Ranieri, 2008; 
Torres-Coronas & Vidal-Blasco, 2011) and ‘digital literacy’ (DL) (Bunz, 2004), in both the 
management communication and information communication technology literatures. Torres-
Coronas and Vidal-Blasco (2011, p. 62) and Calvani et al. (2008) define digital competence 
(DC) as “the ability to understand use information technologies and social software to 
transform information into knowledge and action” (Torres-Coronas & Vidal-Blasco, (2011, p. 
62). However, a range of definitions present. Ferrari et al. (2012, p. 3) define DC as “the 
confident, critical and creative use of ICT to achieve goals related to work, employability, 
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learning, leisure, inclusion and/or participation in society” (p. 3). Similarly, Periáñez-
Cañadillas, Charterina, and Pando-García (2019) suggest DC as comprising basic skills to 
search for information online as well as more complex knowledge such as analysis and 
application capabilities. 
Digital literacy has also been defined as  
“the awareness, attitude and ability of individuals to appropriately use digital 
tools and facilities to identify, access, manage, integrate, evaluate, analyse and 
synthesize digital resources, construct new knowledge, create media 
expressions, and communicate with others, in the context of specific life 
situations, to enable constructive social action; and to reflect upon this process” 
(Periáñez-Cañadillas et al., 2019, p. 155, citing Martin, 2005).  
This definition is similar to those offered for digital competence. Citing Ferrari et al. 
(2012), Periáñez-Cañadillas et al., (2019) call this a “jargon jungle” (p. 11), where terms are 
used interchangeably, as synonyms, differentially, yet describing the same concept, and are 
equivocal and vary according to context. Boechler, Dragon, and Wasniewski, (2014) suggest 
that scholars disagree as to the inherent skillset or knowledge forming of this literacy with 
definitions sharing common elements with little consensus. Furthermore, conceptualisations of 
digital literacy pre-date terms such as computer literacy, information literacy, e-literacy, 
multimodal literacy and network literacy (Covello & Lei, 2010). Within digital literacy, 
measures present much more at a micro level specific to capacities to use communication 
technologies (Calvani, Fini, & Ranieri, 2009), such as the internet skills scale (ISS)(Van 
Deursen, Helsper, & Eynon, 2015) that measures students’ capacities to use digital 
technologies. Recently, the digital literacy literature has looked beyond functional information 
technology skills to suggest digital literacy encompasses digital behaviours, practices and the 
enactment of knowledge (Nascimbeni, 2018). Furthermore, within higher education, these 
terms are influencing educational policy in regard to what skills to teach students as preparation 
for a knowledge economy (Spante, Hashemi, Lundin, & Algers, 2018). Researchers continue 
to call for research to address the nature and assessment of this competence (e.g., Ferrari et al., 
2012; Krumm et al., 2012; Spitzberg, 2006; Wrench & Punyanunt-Carter, 2007). Research 
measurement remains nascent and somewhat thwarted, as, while there is an abundance of 
research examining computer literacy and expertise, few instruments have been able to keep 
pace with the rapid changes in technology (Bunz, 2006; Spitzberg, 2015). One stream of 
thought is that a student’s attitude towards engaging online is foundational. Here, Ledbetter’s 
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(2009) measure of online communication attitude (MOCA) “is a multi-dimensional set of 
individual cognitive-affective constructs that influence media choice” (p. 463). The measure 
comprises five dimensions (self-disclosure, social connection, ease, miscommunication and 
apprehension) and enmeshes media richness theory (MRT; Daft & Lengel, 1986) with social 
theories to suggest that “the appropriateness of a medium for specific communication behaviors 
is conceptualized as a social construction differing across organizations and cultures such that 
media choice is more than technical properties” (Ledbetter, 2009, p. 463).  
Alternatively, Van Deursen et al. (2015, p. 9) suggest “research in the field of digital 
inclusion and literacy has developed rapidly over the last decade” and that “increasingly, 
scholars think about prerequisites for and impacts of engagement with digital technologies, and 
an important aspect of this are digital skills” (p. 9). Van Deursen et al. (2015) suggest “the 
instrument Internet Skills Scale (ISS) is specifically designed to capture a full range of Internet 
skills from basic to advanced levels, to measure both technical or basic skills necessary to use 
the internet as well as to be able to comprehend and use online content” (p. 806). Van Deursen 
et al. (2016) advance a framework comprising information search skills (e.g. Calvani, Fini, 
Ranieri, & Picci, 2012; Eshet, 2004; Haythornthwaite, 2007; Helsper & Eynon, 2010; Jenkins, 
Purushotma, Weigel, Clinton, & Robinson, 2009; Van Deursen, Courtois, & van Dijk, 2014; 
Van Deursen & Van Dijk, 2014), as well as content creation skills, or creative skills (e.g. Ferrari 
et al., 2012; Helsper & Eynon, 2010; Van Deursen & Van Dijk, 2014).  
Drawing this together, virtual intercultural exchanges are now everyday occurrences, 
promising further globalisation and interconnectedness. Scholars recognise the salience of ICC 
in GVT performance, and that educators to prime students for likely future work roles are using 
virtual experiences. Extensive work has considered GVT performance and has already 
established a need for further research to include the multi-method exploration of cultural 
values and virtuality (C. B. Gibson et al., 2014). It is clear that virtual and intercultural 
competence of individuals influences GVT performance. However, what remains less 
understood is how to develop these intercultural and virtual competences within GVTs. 
Individuals working in teams each bring to the group an array of knowledge, skills and 
attributes (KSAOs) that affect the group experience and, ultimately, performance. In groups, 
virtual and face to face, individuals engage in roles as team leaders and team members where 
ICC likely influences and is influenced by performance of both individuals, the team itself, the 
nature of the task, the technology deployed by the team and group diversity and dynamics 
(Piccoli et al., 2004; Powell et al., 2004). Therefore, while virtual competences and intercultural 
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communication competences are likely salient, what is the nature of virtual ICC required within 
a GVT and how does it develop?  
Taken together, the computer-mediated communication and digital literacy literatures 
present different attempts to measure the everyday capacity to use computer technologies to 
interact. The MOCA (Ledbetter, 2009) has an attitudinal mind-set paramount to using the 
collaborative mediums, and the ISS (Van Deursen et al., 2015) in terms of micro-capacities has 
a foundational to capacity to engage. Not only is there a paucity of research examining the 
measurement of competency development, but there is also a lack of recognition of the context 
distinctions and delineation of the range of learning outcomes most likely achieved by each 
related context. Put succinctly, not all GVT experiences are likely to lead to equivalent 
development. Furthermore, comparison of the different virtual contexts relative to each other 
is seemingly unprecedented. So, based on the above discussion of GVTs, intercultural and 
virtual communication competencies, the following hypotheses can be made:  
 Hypothesis 1a. GVT experiences enhance the development of intercultural 
communication competence. 
 Hypothesis 1b. GVT experiences enhance the development of virtual 
communication competences. 
 Hypothesis 2: Not all GVT experiences universally develop both intercultural 
and virtual communication skills. 
Methodology 
Pre- and post-test design 
This paper reports data gathered as part of a larger multimodal study. It reports data gather via 
online survey, which is matched for pre and post for each student but anonymised. The research 
was conducted with ethics approval with ethical practices expected within Higher Education. 
Participation was voluntary, and identity was anonymised via pseudonyms and the use of 
individual survey links. 
 
Study context: Two undergraduate business classrooms deploying differing GVT 
collaborations 
Students from two separate GVT class experiences were surveyed. One class focusses on 
international business, the other on interpersonal intercultural and international business 
communication. The papers have similar learning objectives, and are taught at the same level, 
typically with second-year students completing a Bachelor of Commerce. The management 
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communications course used the Global Enterprise Experience (GEE), run as a business plan 
contest, to offer students first-hand experience within a culturally diverse virtual team. Here, 
participants worked together to develop a business proposal that tackles social and 
environmental issues (www.geebiz.org). The second classroom engages via GVTs in an 
international business simulation (Virtual International Business Unit – VIBU) to expose 
students to a GVT experience encompassing managerial decisions in a simulation-style 
activity. Therefore, hypothesis 2 extends to: 
 Hypothesis 2a. GEE enhances the development of intercultural 
communication competence more than VIBU. 
 Hypothesis 2b. GEE enhances the development of virtual communication 
competence more than VIBU. 
Table 10 compares and sunmmarises the two GVT classroom contexts. Numerous 
similarities are identified. For example, the level of study for both contexts is the same; they 
are both 200-level typically second year of study classes, which offer GVT experiences over a 
three-week period. Both classes offer support via teaching staff. Both share high team task 
complexity. Both share dynamic task environments tending to lose external coupling. Both 
tend to English as the lingua franca of group interaction. Distinctions also present. Students 
engaging in the first GVT classroom engaged in the GEE and are business students selecting 
this course to study intercultural communication, typically studying management or 
international business for their degree. Students in the second classroom, the VIBU simulation, 
selected this course to study international management and likewise tend to be international 
business or management students. Specific knowledge orientation for the two classrooms is 
similar, but perhaps there is more emphasis on intercultural communication in the GEE as 
compared to international management and business in the second. In comparison to 
technology-enabled project teams, the virtual international business unit (VIBU) experience is 
a group-based business game simulation comprising a preparatory phase orienting team 
members with technology, engagement in GVT simulation, structured individual and team 
reflection, and a second phase of team engagement and reflection. All students engage in the 
shared experience via the same technology and are tutor-led. In contrast in the GEE, each team 
leader decides the communication technology adopted by the team, meaning that every team 
in any classroom is possibly engaging and experiencing things differently.  
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Global Enterprise Experience 
(GEE) – Group Project 
https://www.geebiz.org/ 
Virtual International Business Unit 
(VIBU) – Business Simulation 
http://www.vibu.fi/what.htm 
GVT task  Create a viable business plan 
group project 
Maximise your company profit 
simulation 
GVT team size 8 8–12 
Assessment 
weighting 
35%  30%   
Assessment form A one-page individual reflection, 
a six-page business plan 
(completed as part of the GEE) 
and a theory-framed analysis of 
GVT performance 
An individual reflection, a group 
post first session SWOT analysis 
and strategy plan for the second 
session, a second post-engagement 
individual reflection 
Activity structure Student structured  Structured simulation in two 
distinct eight-hour periods  
Nature of graded 
submission 
Two individual reflective 
submissions, one-page learning 
summary, reflective essay two 
sections experience of (1) group 
dynamic and leadership and of 
(2) virtual technology 
Individual reflection  
Team report of strategy and 
decision making 




All three All three tending to information and 
data 
Leadership  Leader appointed initially  Peer emergent, or shared 
Temporal 
distribution  
Yes, three–four time zones 
common 




Technology Email, Facebook, Wechat, 
Whatsapp, Skype/Zoom = 
possible but not highly probable 
IM and email style messaging, 
Skype likely with tutors only 
 
Participants and procedures 
Using an online survey, this study gathered data both prior to and after GVT experience. Care 
was taken to engage with study participants ethically, with informed consent and anonymity, 
meeting the human subject ethics protocols required by the University of Otago [16/01] and 
similar institutions worldwide. The survey was piloted with 18 PhD and Master’s candidates 
with both English as a first and second language to achieve flow and clarity. A systematic 
approach embracing Dillman’s (2011) recommendations to generate a strong response rate was 
taken. Requests to both classes to complete surveys and the timing of these requests were 
analogous. Students taking both classes were excluded from the analysis, along with surveys 
with incomplete data. The approach adopted to account for development was a straightforward 
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calculation of ‘post–pre’ for each item comprising each of the adopted measures for 
intercultural and virtual communication competences.  
 
Intercultural and virtual competence measures   
Griffith et al. (2016) suggest that “despite the wide attention to the concepts and assessment of 
ICC, few assessments meet the standards for a next-generation assessment in areas of construct 
clarity, innovative item types, response processes, and validity evidence” (p. 1). One of the 
prevalent criticisms is that measures are based upon results associated with homogenous 
samples that tend to be Anglo/Euro. One exception is the work of Arasaratnam (2009) 
developing a measure for individuals from multiple cultural backgrounds. Building upon a 
framing of ICC comprising cognitive, affective and behavioural components, Arasaratnam 
(2009) extended work previously undertaken examining ICC measurement (Arasaratnam & 
Doefel, 2005; Arasaratnam, 2006) to measures of ICC with five items to address each of these 
three dimensions. Upon testing, the initial 15 items, each in the form of 7-point Likert-type 
scales (strongly disagree–strongly agree) were initially drawn from four established item scales 
(Attitude towards other cultures-ATOC, ethnocentrism, motivation and interaction 
involvement). Arasaratnam (2009) then used factor analysis, regression and ANOVA to 
evaluate the instrument performance, whereby the 15-item ICC measure was deployed as a 
final 10-item ICC scale. Arasaratnam (2009) describes the reliability of the 10-item instrument 
as acceptable, albeit lower than desirable, and calls for research to test the instrument further. 
It presents as attractive because it was used with students, in an Australian educational context 
with a culturally diverse participant group, deploys a 7-point Likert-type scale and was 
relatively short, allowing for the simultaneous deployment of the CQs measure along with two 
independent measures of virtual communication competences. Here, overall survey size was 
considered to be a key factor as it pertains to gathering quality data responses at multiple points 
in time (Adams & Umbach, 2012; Porter, Whitcomb, & Weitzer, 2004).  
The CQs 20-item short measure (Van Dyne et al., 2009) was deployed as a 19-item 
measure. After piloting of the survey, one item was excluded from the 20-item short CQs after 
piloting on the basis that the item related to facial expressions and did not ‘fit’ with a typical 
virtual context. Pilot feedback was akin to the rationale offered by Taras et al. (2013) for this 
item exclusion and so the decision was made to exclude the item “I alter my facial expressions”. 
Two measures of virtual communication capacities are used: Ledbetter’s (2009) 
measuring online communication attitude (MOCA) and Van Duersen et al.’s (2015) internet 
skills scale (ISS). Ledbetter (2009) suggests measuring online communication attitude 
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(MOCA) comprises five dimensions (self-disclosure, social connection, miscommunication, 
apprehension and ease). The ISS has been developed as a media literacy instrument via multiple 
studies and steps and as such, a number of iterations of the scale present (e.g. Helsper & Eynon, 
2010; Sonck, Livingstone, Kuiper, & de Haan, 2011; Van Deursen et al., 2015; Van Deursen 
& Van Dijk, 2010, 2014; Van Deursen, Van Dijk, & Peters, 2012). The ISS comprises five 
types of digital skills:  
operational: the skills to operate digital media;  
information navigation: the skills to search, select and evaluate information in digital 
media;  
social: the skills to employ the information contained in digital media as a means to 
reach a particular personal or professional goal;  
creative: the skills to create and publish via the Internet, and encompasses textual, music 
and video, photo or image, multimedia, and remixed content, and; 
mobile: the skills to use and manage mobile devices (Van Deursen et al., 2015, p. 807). 
The ISS focuses on truth claims using self-report scales with a 7-point Likert scale of 
statements about things that a person was able self-report they believe they can do, with answer 
formats ranging from “Not at all true of me” to “Very true of me”, including an “I do not 
understand what this means” option (Van Deursen et al., 2015, p. 807). This means that “more 
flexibility in response options also ensures respondents feel less pressure to know certain 
things, and thus reduces the likelihood for response bias such as exaggerating the level of skill” 
(Van Deursen et al., 2015, p. 807). “Scale wording invites a neutral and objective response 
from participants, in comparison to scales, which use more emotive and personal discourse like 
‘poor’ and encourages self-reflection” (Van Deursen et al., 2015, p. 807). Furthermore, the ISS 
demonstrates scale reliability and validity characteristics with internal consistency, high 
reliability and fit (Van Deursen et al., 2015). This scale orients towards micro-level capacity 
foundations of an individual to engage virtually.The ISS item terminology was adapted slightly 
using the phrase ‘virtual communication technologies’ instead of ‘internet’.  
The dependent variables in this study are intercultural competence and virtual 
communication competence. The independent variables of age, self-assigned ethnicity, 
education background, first language, additional language, prior intercultural friendships and 
prior intercultural experience were captured via demographic questions in the survey using a 
range of question styles. These were then coded, due to the size of the sample to binary 
categories. Age condensed to 18–21 years old, and 22 years or more. Self-assigned ethnicity, 
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a category that initially favoured any form of expression including multiple self-identity 
expression, was recoded to New Zealand European/New Zealander or other based on the data 
responses collected. Thus, other comprises a range of ethnicities sharing the distinction of not 
being a New Zealander/New Zealand European. Prior experience and friendship were asked as 
descriptive questions to offer insight into the perceived prior experience and possible openness. 
Data was then coded as a dummy variable and controlled for.  
 
Data analysis 
Descriptive statistics, exploratory factor analyses and regressions were in turn run for ‘pre’, 
‘post’ and ‘difference’ data. The ‘pre’ item dimensions of each respective measure were used 
to control for starting points in each regression. Difference as marked by change is suggested 
to represent development or a shift in understanding. The ‘difference’ item scores were 
calculated by subtracting ‘pre’ from ‘post’; the ‘difference’ data and ‘pre-GVT’ data were each 
examined using exploratory factor analysis. The resulting factor structures for ‘difference’ and 
‘pre’ were compared with each other and with the theoretical frames from which they were 
drawn. Reliability analyses were conducted for each of the resulting factor analysis item 
groupings. Variables were generated for those factor item groupings with Cronbach’s α values 
greater than 0.6. Most variables showed moderate to strong alignment with the literature and 
these variables tended to be multi-item factors based on 7-point Likert scale survey items, 
where 1 represents strong disagreement or ‘not at all true of me’, and 7 represents strong 
agreement/‘completely true of me’. For the scales employed in the analysis, the Cronbach’s α 
values range from 0.59 to 0.98, indicating some low but mainly good internal consistency score 
(Cho, 2016; Cho & Kim, 2015).  
 
Results 
Survey participant profile 
Table 11 now presents the key comparative details for the respective data collected over two 
consecutive years in the two described classrooms.  
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Table 11 Data profile - Key comparative details for the GVT experiences of GEE-GVT 
project and VIBU-GVT simulation  
 GEE-GVT-Project VIBU-GVT-Simulation 
 2016 2017 2016 2017 
Survey dates  Pre-survey March 2016 and 2017 
Post-survey June 2016 and 2017 
Class size n=97 n=75 n=60 n=56 

















Measures Identical for each year 
Pre-survey GEE and VIBU identical.  
Post-survey order differed slightly to pre, for self-determined pseudonym 
variables, which allowed for the demographic questions to only be asked 
once, same survey measures, plus a small number of additional questions 
not examined within this study specific to GEE leadership behaviours and 
technology usage. 




Male 34.0% 42.0% 
Female 66.0% 58.0% 
English first and 
only language 
76.6% 80.0% 










This sample consists of a total of 97 matched pre- and post-surveys of undergraduate business 
students, where 50 students completed pre- and post-surveys pertaining to the GEE GVT 
activity and 47 students completed pre- and post-surveys pertaining to VIBU. The year cohort 
and class cohort similarity were statistically examined and found to both be comparable on 
most key measures, and fairly typical of a student cohort studying business in their second year 
of study at the University of Otago, New Zealand. The GEE classes had 34 New Zealand 
European students, 31 of whom were female. English was the primary language for 40 students 
and 36 of these students did not speak an additional language. Forty-two students were aged 
18–21 years old. The majority of students were undergraduates with only six studying at a 
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postgraduate level. Thirty-two students described themselves as having no prior intercultural 
experience, of which 27 reported no prior intercultural friendships. The VIBU classes had 32 
New Zealand European students, 29 of whom were female. English was the primary language 
for 42 students and 40 of these students did not speak an additional language. 42 students were 
aged 18–21 years old. The majority of students were undergraduates, with only eight studying 
at a postgraduate level. Thirty-five students described themselves as having no prior 
intercultural experience, of which 32 reported no prior intercultural friendships. Table 12 
follows with descriptive statistics for the study. 
 
Table 12 Summary of descriptive statistics 
Descriptive Statistics 
 n Min. Max. Mean Std. dev. 
GVT context  (0 = GEE GVT, 1 = VIBU GVT) 97 0 1 0.48 0.50 
AGE (0 = 18–21 years old, 1 = 22 years and older) 97 0 1 0.13 0.34 
Gender (0 = male, 1 = female) 97 0 1 0.62 0.49 
Self-assigned ethnicity  
(0 = New Zealand European/New Zealander, 1 = 
Other) 
97 0 1 0.32 0.47 
Education  (0 = completed high school currently 
completing undergraduate, 1 = completed 
undergraduate degree) 
97 0 1 0.11 0.32 
1st language (0 = English, 1 = other) 97 0 1 0.15 0.36 
Additional Languages (0 = none, 1 = more than 
one) 
97 0 1 0.22 0.41 
Prior intercultural experience (0 = yes, 1 = no) 97 0 1 0.69 0.46 
Prior intercultural friendships (0 = yes,1 = no) 97 0 1 0.61 0.49 
      
Pre-CQS-‘Meta-cognition’ 97 3.00 7.00 5.41 0.77 
Pre-CQS-‘Cognition’ 97 1.00 6.00 3.52 1.13 
Pre-CQS-‘Motivation’ 97 2.75 7.00 5.38 0.77 
Pre-CQS–‘Behaviour’ 97 3.25 7.00 5.17 0.90 
      
Pre-MOCA-‘Self disclosure’ 97 1.00 6.80 4.30 1.23 
Pre-MOCA-‘Social connect’ 97 3.50 7.00 5.40 0.81 
Pre-MOCA-‘Apprehension’ 97 1.25 7.00 3.58 1.08 
Pre-MOCA-‘Social world’ 97 1.00 6.33 3.61 1.33 
      
Pre-ISS-‘Social skills’ 97 1.00 5.17 4.10 1.29 
Pre-ISS-‘Operational skills’ 97 1.75 5.00 4.33 0.83 
Pre-ISS-‘Information navigation skills’ 97 1.00 6.00 3.18 1.20 
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Regression Analysis 
Regression analyses were conducted for the three measures performing within acceptable 
reliability values: CQs, MOCA and ISS (see Table 13).  
 
Table 13 Regressions – Cultural Intelligence Scale CQs (Ang et al., 2008) 
 CQS 
 Metacognition Cognition Motivation Behaviour 
Intercept 4.13 (.65)** 2.72 (.494)** 3.77 (.591)** 3.99 (.611)** 
GEE or VIBU 
(Hypotheses) 
-0.13 (0.16) 0.06 (.234) -0.34 (.166)* -0.07 (.181) 
Ethnicity 0.15 (0.20) -0.17 (.234) -0.22 (.209) -0.26 (.228) 
Age -0.34 (0.27) 0.32 (.370) 0.22 (.269) 0.02 (.301) 
Gender 0.23 (0.17) -0.06 (.240) 0.33(.172)† 0.09 (.187) 
Education -0.46 (0.27)† -0.25 (.379) 0.16 (.277) -0.05 (.301) 
1st language 0.23 (0.35) 0.44 (.494) 0.18 (.360) 0.21 (.393) 
Additional language -0.08 (0.29) 0.05 (.409) 0.01 (.297) -0.13 (.323) 
Prior intercultural 
experience 
0.08 (0.22) 0.19 (.305) -0.15 (.224) 0.31 (.241) 
Prior intercultural 
friendship 
-0.04 (0.23) 0.282 (.298) 0.08 (.218) -0.01 (.237) 
Pre- QS ‘Metacognition’ -0.79  
(0.12)** 
   
Pre-CQS ‘Cognition’  -0.70 
(.119)** 
  
Pre-CQS ‘Motivation’   -0.70 
(.105)** 
 
Pre-CQS ‘Behaviour    -0.76 
(.105)** 











Max VIF 2.52 2.59 2.60 2.64 
Note: standard errors in parentheses, †p<0.10, *p<0.05, **p<0.01. Bold =highlights results of 
interest 
 
With respect to CQS-motivation; GEE students appear more motivated to engage 
interculturally when compared to VIBU students (p<0.05); female students (p<0.10) appear 
more motivated to engage interculturally following GVT experience. Less educated students 
express more change in their CQS meta-cognition; female students report more change in their 
CQS motivation to engage interculturally post experience. The regression analysis for MOCA 
(presented in table 14) shows five significant results. 
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‘Social connect’ ‘Ease’ ‘Miscommunication’ ‘Apprehension
’ 
‘Social world’ 
Intercept 3.16 (0.58)** 4.44 (0.61)** 3.65 (0.46)** 0.70 (0.70) 1.42 (0.38)** 2.42 (0.39)** 
GEE or VIBU (Hypotheses) 0.47 (0.27)† 0.31 (0.16)† 0.07 (0.25) -0.66 (0.25)** -0.29 (0.18) -0.42 (0.22)† 
Ethnicity 0.24 (0.39) 0.09 (0.20) -0.95 (0.29) 0.09 (0.32) -0.26 (0.23) -0.23 (0.27) 
Age -0.21 (0.47) -0.07 (0.23) -0.67 (0.38)* 0.09 (0.40) -0.12 (0.30) 0.14 (0.36) 
Gender -0.35 (0.27) 0.02 (0.17) -0.35 (0.24) -0.37 (0.27) -0.20 (0.19) 0.28 (0.22) 
Education 0.11 (0.43) 0.13 (0.27) 0.13 (0.39) -0.44 (0.42) 0.19 (0.30) -0.07 (0.36) 
1st language 0.19 (0.57) -0.26 (0.35) -0.31 (0.50) -0.13 (0.53) -0.02 (0.39) 0.49 (0.47) 
Additional language -0.05 (0.47) 0.23 (0.30) 0.44 (0.42) 0.00 (0.44) 0.24 (0.32) -0.22 (0.39) 
Prior intercultural 
experience 
0.29 (0.35) -3.00 (0.22) - 0.16 (0.31) -0.10 (0.33) -0.20 (0.24) 0.14 (0.29) 
Prior intercultural friendship 0.14 (0.35) 0.08 (0.22) -0.12 (0.30) -0.01 (0.33) 0.28 (0.24) 0.11 (0.29) 





     
Pre-MOCA-‘ Social 
connect’ 
 -0.82 (0.11)**     
Pre-MOCA-‘Ease’   -0.78 (0.1)**    
Pre-MOCA-
‘Miscommunication’ 
   0.14 (0.13)   
Pre-MOCA-‘Apprehension’     -0.24 (0.09)**  
Pre-MOCA-‘Social world’      -0.92 (0.09)** 











Max VIF 2.689 2.54 2.60 2.53 2.26 2.57 
Note: standard errors in parentheses, †p<0.10, *p<0.05, **p<0.01. Bold =highlights results of interest  
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First, capacities or willingness to self-disclose and engage virtually, along with the 
perceived capacity to connect socially, are significantly (p<0.10) higher for students engaging 
in the VIBU, relative to the GEE. Second, the GEE students are more likely to recognise that 
miscommunication is a potential virtual risk (p<0.01), and that their social worlds would change 
if they did not have access to the internet (p<0.10), relative to the VIBU students. Female 
students are more likely to perceive a difference in their motivation to engage (p<0.05), relative 
to male students. In regard to a shift in online communication attitude, VIBU students report 
seeing themselves as more willing and able to both self-disclose and socially connect post-GVT 
experience. 
 
Table 15, presenting the regression analyses for the Internet Skills Scale (ISS), suggests 
that students engaging in the VIBU perceive a significant difference in their social skills and 
the operational skills (p<0.05), and greater development of their technical virtual capacities. 
Also, students with less intercultural experience and fewer intercultural friendships perceive 
more development in their social skills, as represented by the ISS instrument (p<0.05). Younger 
students aged 18–21 years old and female students (p<0.05) also report greater development of 
their information navigation capacities. Those with prior intercultural friendship and 
experiences show greater development of their operational skills.  
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Table 15 Regressions – Internet Skills Scale (ISS) Van Deursen et al. (2015) 
 
 ISS 




Intercept 4.93 (.227)** 3.98 (.461)** 2.15 (.522)** 
GEE or VIBU (Hypotheses) 0.26 (.101)* 0.47 (.146)* -0.02 (.276) 
Ethnicity 0.07 (.114) 0.07 (.171) 0.23 (.332) 
Age -0.13 (.147) -0.09 (.220) -0.92 (.426)* 
Gender 0.09 (.093) -0.09 (.141) 0.82 (.272)* 
Education 0.19 (.150) 0.23 (.225) 0.08 (.441) 
1st language -0.14 (.193) 0.19 (.291) 0.76 (.564) 
Additional language -0.07 (.160) -0.17 (.242) -0.18 (.469) 
Prior intercultural experience -0.10 (.119) -0.02 (.180)† 0.06 (.348) 
Prior intercultural friendship 0.06 (.119) -0.33 (.180)† 0.33 (.343) 
    
Pre-ISS-‘Social skills’ -1.08 (.040)**   
Pre-ISS-‘Operational skills’  -0.85 (.090)**  
Pre-ISS-‘Information 
navigation skills’ 
  -0.83 (.117)** 
    









Max VIF 2.54 2.54 2.55 
Note: standard errors in parentheses, †p<0.10, *p<0.05, **p<0.01. Bold =highlights results of 
interest 
 
Collectively, findings suggest support for hypothesis 1 (a and b), that GVT experiences 
enhance the development of intercultural and virtual communication competences. Support is 
also found for hypothesis 2 (a and b), which posits differential development. Here, the GEE 
relative to VIBU develops cultural intelligence in the form of the motivation to engage 
interculturally, suggesting that the two GVT experiences have a differing effect. The results 
suggest that students engaging in the VIBU GVT experience have shifted in their capacity to 
self-disclose and socially connect as capture by the MOCA and concerning their virtual social 
and operational skills as represented by the ISS. In terms of miscommunication and 
understanding of the impact of virtual communication technologies on their social worlds, the 
GEE GVT participants show a greater differential. Seemingly, not all GVT experiences lead to 
the same types of development; more specifically, VIBU is reported to generate more virtual 
competences than GEE. 
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Discussion  
First, VIBU, as a more technical virtual interaction, may be teaching virtual competences more 
than GEE. Through the VIBU engagement, students are disclosing and making social 
connections with strangers in teams, and aspects of this technical activity may shift students’ 
self-perceptions of their capacities in these dimensions. Perhaps the technical nature of VIBU 
simulation and engaging virtually with team members and VIBU tutors is specific to virtual 
development. Second, perhaps an element of self-selection, while not distinguishable in the 
control variables, might also be at play. Students taking this international management course 
have done so to study international management rather than communication per se. Perhaps the 
resulting difference is a function of lower ‘pre’ and higher ‘post’ Likert scale evaluations tied 
in part to perceived self-efficacy in communication beliefs. Similarly, perhaps students taking 
the intercultural paper engaging in the GEE-GVT selected this course believing they could 
already engage virtually and they did so such that pre- and post-item scores are numerically 
similar. This brings to the fore the inherent issue of measuring development as represented by 
‘difference’ as ‘post’ in contrast to ‘pre’ experience responses. If students over-estimate their 
capabilities and rate themselves at the higher end of the Likert scale for ‘pre’, then ‘post’ 
evaluations captured using the same 7-point scales may underrepresent ‘difference’. This 
dynamic is perhaps at play in two ways. First the technical learning and virtual competence 
development resulting from the VIBU-GVT experience is potentially muted. Students have 
tended to rate their technical capacities initially as high. Second, this dynamic might be mirrored 
in the GEE-GVT students’ responses. Language courses tend to attract students from diverse 
backgrounds with linguistic and cultural experiences (Toyoda, 2018). In this study, language 
capacity and prior experience are controlled for using self-reported personal description as an 
independent variable, and along with self-efficacy and resilience measures, which might be 
further explored in future research.  
 
Conclusions  
This study contributes to the literature by providing empirical evidence that GVT experience 
leads to competency development for both virtual and intercultural communication 
competences in three ways. It confirms using a pre–post-test approach that change is observed 
in both GVT collaborations but that these changes are not universal. It corroborates that GVTs 
extend learning opportunity for both intercultural communication (as represented by CQ) and 
virtual communication (as represented by the MOCA and ISS). This constitutes a step beyond 
in that these measures have been deployed and show measurement utility. It is also a step 
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beyond in that the comparative examination of two similar GVT collaborations show different 
learning. This extends the conversation by reminding that GVT contexts moderate specific 
facets of competence developed. VIBU-GVT students report more development of virtual 
skills; this technical shift is thought to be reflective of the style of virtual engagement at the 
heart of the GVT activity. GEE-GVT experience students show enhanced understanding of their 
own social worlds and personal virtual communication, as well as a shift in understanding of 
the inherent possibility of miscommunication as a risk issue for virtual teams. Broadly, the 
finding that intercultural and virtual communication competences develop corroborates 
previous research; however, the suggestion that GVT context mediates the competency 
developed is pertinent. Not all GVT collaborations experiences are seemingly equivalent in the 
development of intercultural competences and/or virtual competences. However, while deeply 
interesting that difference (and hence change likely to be indicative of development) is captured, 
it raises numerous questions regarding methodology, and how to best understand learning as a 
change over time. It reminds that the measures are intrinsically linked to theory. Here, GVT 
conceptualisations tend to consider virtuality (Bell & Kozlowski, 2002; Kirkman & Mathieu, 
2005; Maznevski & Chudoba, 2000), which appears somewhat disconnected from other 
emerging conceptualisations such as nomadic collaborative behaviour and mobility in 
educational technology (Jaldemark, Hrastinski, Olofsson, & Öberg, 2018; Ryberg et al., 2018).  
 
Limitations and future directions 
Some limitations require noting and the findings need to be treated with some caution, as the 
sample size is small. It applies measures designed for face-to-face engagement to evaluate the 
cultural communication dimensions, and it deploys a range of numerical constructs typically 
deployed as post-experience items. However, these findings suggest further exploration is 
warranted. Justification of the use of a student sample is based upon the focus on the 
development of competences in students engaging within GVTs; however, it would be 
interesting to look at the development of these competencies within organisational roles. 
Research might now compare student development, comparing and contrasting qualitative and 
quantitative findings directly or contrasting virtual and intercultural communication 
competency development of students with non-student samples. In addition, the study was 
primarily focussed on the development as represented by a change or difference in post-score 
as compared to pre-scores. Methodologically, consideration needs to examine “the day-to-day 
variability in scores, the reliability of a difference score when it is the unit of analysis, adjusting 
for the effect of initial scores on change, and the stability of the construct over time” (Smith & 
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Beaton, 2008, p. 288). Post-experience students might be able to reflect on their intercultural 
and technical capacities with greater acuity and more recognition of their limitations, and if 
students have overestimated their capacity assessing themselves as more capable at the outset 
then ‘difference’ between ‘pre’ and ‘post’ is currently not accounted for. Here, re-evaluation 
(as a shift in overall appraisal of the experience), and reconceptualisation (as a change in 
definition of the construct or perhaps parts the item measures comprising the construct), appear 
most salient (P. Smith & Beaton, 2008). Experience might influence interpretation of the 
measure items, both in the form of prior learning ‘pre’ and the actual experience ‘post’.  
Here, Kurthakoti and Good (2019, p. 50) offer that “in spite of its simplicity in 
implementation some scholars are not in favour of using pre-post assessments as they tend to 
rely heavily on self-reported scales and may be influenced by other factors” (p. 50). Yet, other 
scholars work to develop such scales, reaffirming the need for measures to be comparatively 
examined. Moreover, papers tend to use class aggregates as measures with data unmatched to 
individual students and their progress in class over time. This study relies upon a smaller yet 
matched sample. It might now be extended adoption of interview data pre- and post-GVT 
experience to explore language and understanding shifts. Further research might now also 
consider the interaction of intercultural and virtual competencies within GVT contexts. 
Questioning the equivalence of classroom GVT experiences and skills with real GVTs also has 
merit (Sieck, Rasmussen, & Duran, 2016). In addition, these deployed measures for 
intercultural and virtual competencies are not the only measures for digital and virtual 
capacities, whereby future research might now synthesise further the virtual collaboration-
specific nature of intercultural competencies and especially behaviours in virtual teaming 
contexts.  
Findings broadly suggest support for the premise that different experiences influence 
the nature of competency development, drawing attention to the GVT context itself. It 
advocates the use of GVTs as an experiential learning context that promotes deep, reflective 
and internalised experiences (as opposed to in-class activities or short study tours); future 
research might now explore the impact of GVT participation to see if competencies are long-
term and transferable.  
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CHAPTER DISCUSSION 
As a body of findings within the context of this doctoral thesis, three points are now noted. 
First, with the CQS, the self-report scale conundrum noted in previous studies presents. Some 
students seemingly do respond to Likert-scale items post-experience with lesser numerical 
ratings. While potentially suggestive of learning, this is a numerical issue for the calculation of 
difference as post–pre. Furthermore, this might also suggest the possibility that the scale items 
are understood differently post-GVT experience. Second, this study was designed as a two-
measure study of cultural measures and virtual competence measures. However, Arasartnam’s 
(2009) ICC 10-item measure was dropped from the analysis. This was disappointing as it led 
to a study only using the CQS. Lessons learned in the application of Arasaratnam’s (2009) 10-
item ICC measure are discussed later in Chapter 6. Third, recent research contributes to our 
understanding of intercultural and virtual communication competences in student GVTs. Both 
studies examining student development (Zwerg-Villegas and Martínez-Díaz (2016) and Velez-
Calle et al. (2020)) have taken place since the commencement of this study, with similar 
respective data-gathering periods for both papers.  
Zwerg-Villegas and Martínez-Díaz, (2016) show that ICC can be effected by GVT 
experiences. They use a range of measures including the CQS. Velez-Calle et al. (2020) recently 
questioned if “general cultural differences can have more negative consequences than benefits 
within the international business literature” (p.279). Their qualitative analysis suggests that 
“contrary to expectations, cross-cultural problems are often not experienced”, and rather “other 
team phenomena become more relevant, such as interpersonal and task-based issues” (Velez-
Calle et al., 2020, p. 279). They draw attention to the intergenerational literature suggesting 
different values and more especially technological confidence and competency depending on 
year of birth. Citing Hershatter and Epstein (2010), Valez-Calle et al. (2020) suggest millennial 
and post-millennial students are digitally immersed generations, both comfortable and adept 
with information communication technologies. Velez-Calle et al. (2020) question whether ICT 
technology facilitates or hinders GVT collaboration and communication. Moreover, Valez-
Calle et al. (2020) suggest that younger generations might be comfortable with technology such 
that barriers to computer-mediated communication do not present. Valez-Calle et al.’s (2020) 
findings suggest there was little overlap between expected challenges as compared with actually 
experienced challenges. Velez-Calle’s (2020) finding show that, “despite masquerading as a 
major threat to GVT effectiveness, cultural differences are not the real challenge”, and rather 
“the real culprit is unfamiliarity” (p. 295) in terms of the GVT context, what to expect and how 
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GVTs function. Taken together, this foreshadows the need to question the learning context as 
an experience and if GVT experiences are developing intercultural and virtual competences. If 
culture is not challenging within the GVT context, then perhaps development is attenuated. 
Furthermore, it seems implicitly assumed that all GVT experiences will have the same learning 
impact and that learning of virtual and cultural content is simultaneous, with little speculation 
that one is a precursor to the other or colours the learning experience. These recent papers are 
a timely reminder that educators and organisations conintue to seek the capacity to measure 
these competences and their development. 
This paper has also generated reflections about development, namely how to support 
development and the role of the educator within a business school. These reflections are 
presented in Chapter 7. They follow from Ting-Toomey and Dorjee’s (2015) and Garret Rucks 
(2014) discussions of the development of ICC as a shift from the state of ethnocentrism towards 
ethno-relativism, questioning the premise that intercultural learning is stable, linear and 
unidirectional. 
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Chapter 6: Discussion 
This chapter opens with a brief recap of the contribution and relevance of each paper. It then 
discusses the significance of this collective contribution and related implications. Three 
emergent reflections pertaining to these implications follow. The first thread pertains to across 
domain osbervations regarding theoretical frameworks, models and measures. The second 
proffers if context might play a more central role moving forward. The third considers recent 
‘hot off the press’ research. Together, these threads frame potential future research. This chapter 
then segues to Chapter 7’s closing reflection on intercultural business education, millennial 
students and ‘digital dinosaurs’. 
 
FINDINGS, CONTRIBUTION, RELEVANCE 
Paper 1 
The research aim of the paper was to reconcile and map the understandings and challenges 
associated with measuring intercultural competence development. This study uses a systematic 
literature review approach and thematic analysis to examine reviews, adding value by drawing 
across domains and disciplines. Recapping, this qualitative analysis of reviews considering 
measurement challenges deployed CADCAS methods and was operationalised as a thematic 
‘review of reviews’ rather than a study of empirical papers or models. A wealth of literature 
continues to amass across multiple fields, known by a range of constructs with conceptual and 
measurement similarity; however, a comprehensive and multidisciplinary measurement-
oriented review appears lacking. Paper 1 attempts to unpackage and reconcile issues pertaining 
to the development and measurement of intercultural competences (IC) in the interrelated 
domains of intercultural communications competence (ICC), cross cultural communication 
competence (3C or CC), global competencies (GC) and multicultural communication 
competencies (MCC). This is a different perspective to a fine-grain drilling comparing a model 
or theoretical frame within a specifically defined construct, or a meta-analysis. The challenge 
inherent is across domain diversity and polysemy; however, the potential advantage is a stock-
take of research challenges and approaches to address these challenges across a broad field. It 
questions if challenges are insurmountable. It confirms the measurement concerns of self-
report, Eurocentrism in the language of measure items and social desirability bias are shared 
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across each domain but that great progress with methodological rigour is evident in CQS and 
MCC study. This paper contributes to decisions made regarding the conceptual framework of 
Paper 3 and undergirds determinations made for measures adopted for intercultural learning. It 
segues to chapter 5 and the second theoretical paper (chapter 4). Increasingly, moving forward, 
institutions are going to be expected to be able to qualify student development within courses 
and programmes and this requires measurement. 
Because of this work being a doctoral study, this study also was completed as a single 
research, single coder study. Typically, studies of this type are operationalised using multiple 
researchers, whereby coding is cross-verified within a research team (e.g. Braun & Clark, 
2006). However, while often the case that research of this type is the product of a research team 
and dialogue, this is not strictly mandatory (e.g. Arasaratnam, 2015). It matters because this 
paper together with recent journal publications (2018–2019) confirms the merit of the goals of 
this doctoral study and its alignment with current and continuing research calls. It also suggests 
the adoption of CQs and ICC as respective measures that might be further compared; that there 
is merit exploring the role of context within GVT experiential and collaborative learning 
crystallising the motivation to measure development technological and international and 
intercultural dimensions pursuant to internationalisation at home.  
The first paper offers contribution, even in light of the very recent reviews of Peng et 
al. (2020), Yari et al. (2020) and the special issue journal and paper within the journal issue 
edited by Richter et al. (2020). Taken together, this recent work gives focus to the role of 
continued synthesis. Paper 1  complements these studies broadly and extends the call to focus 
on comparative examination of measures. Paper 1 is also relevant and connected to both Papers 
2 and 3. Emergent findings presenting within this paper also inform the resulting reflection 
upon self-report data, macro and micro and the questioning of if development should be framed 
as a change that is stable, in one direction in the form of a shift away from ethnocentrisim. It 
suggests merit in continued questioning of the mechanisms of development.  
 
Paper 2  
The purpose of this paper is to systematically review research methodology and design 
dimensions for the global virtual teams (GVTs) and virtual teams (VTs) literatures. It 
interrogates method and design dimensions and in so doing to a) ascertain how reliant collective 
understanding of GVTs is upon student samples, as well as b) the research configurations 
common to this research. This paper offers contribution via synthesis. Synthesis has been 
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articulated as growth whereby “growth requires critique, deconstruction, and the clashing of 
perspectives” (Halualani et al., 2009, p. 32). It suggests emerging domain bridging work, both 
within and across disciplines has merit (e.g. Andresen & Bergdolt, 2017; Griffith et al., 2016; 
Leung et al., 2014; Garret Rucks, 2014) and utility addressing the listed model and method 
challenges for cultural understanding of development. Much has been achieved and research 
focus has led somewhat to a siloe effect whereby the bridging of ideas across these domain 
siloes remains nascent.  
This paper  suggests much understanding of GVTs is anchored to student studies of quasi-
experimental temporary teams; however, GVT research in international business is equally 
rooted in case and field studies as well as surveys of real team members and managers. It 
supports the findings of Gibbs et al. (2017b), which similarly studied research design 
parameters of GVT research. In comparison to Paper 1, this paper is a SLR of empirical studies 
in a more traditional sense, exploring the GVT literature at the level of research methodology 
and methods. It suggests method and research parameters mapping what is known about the 
use of student GVTs within empirical studies. It suggests student samples have utility providing 
they fit within the theoretical frame and research purpose of the study. It identifies that IB 
classrooms are using GVT collaborations to internationalise experience and that, increasingly, 
these classrooms are measuring efficacy and some are examining development of individual 
talent within these contexts. Moreover, similar class sizes and data sets present empirically with 
minimal use of matched data. A risk with such an abundance of research is that not all research 
on GVTs and VTs has been considered. Furthermore, the decision to exclude reviews, 
theoretical and meta-analyses needs to be highlighted. This decision is based on the logic that 
to explore the nature and influence of research samples and design requires consideration of 
empirical papers. Numerous meta-analyses abound. Comparative examination of these studies 
has merit and might now be a focus of future research. Pragmatically, the findings from this 
study inform decisions made within Paper 3. This paper identified class sample, size and 
endorsed the use of pre- and post-survey, the analyses steps undertaken generally, as well as 
the decision to collect data in both 2016 and 2017. This study suggests the ‘globalness’ factor 
presents a lens for further research clarity and contribution. The categorising of team 
comparability, and greater sophistication of GVT characteristics, cultural, temporal and 
linguistic diversity, technology affordance, leadership and the inherent international business 
context would allow for greater delineation of context. Understanding individuals within teams 
CHAPTER 6 – DISCUSSION 142
is essential, as performance appears dynamically recursive with individuals influencing teams 
and teams influencing individuals. 
  
Paper 3 
Using a pre–post-test survey approach, to examine intercultural and virtual competence 
development in two differing virtual team classroom experiences, this study endorses GVT 
contexts as efficacious for the development of intercultural and virtual competences. However, 
both GVT collaborations did not lead to the same competency shifts, suggesting that not all 
GVT contexts are universally developing intercultural and virtual competences. It offers deeper 
examination of virtual competences by using virtual measures that orient to online 
communication attitude (Ledbetter, 2009), which when compared to other virtual collaborative 
measures (e.g. Taras et al., 2013; Zwerg-Villagres and Martinez-Diaz, 2016) are more micro-
oriented foundational capacities to the capacity to engage (Van Deursen et al., 2015). GEE-
GVT experience students show enhanced understanding of their own social worlds and personal 
virtual communication, as well as a shift in understanding of the inherent possibility of 
miscommunication as a risk issue for virtual teams. It concludes that when using Likert scales 
as pre- and post-measures, interviewing students might now easily be incorporated as part of a 
debrief to qualify how semantics of test items might now change, which would potentially 
enhance student understanding of themselves and resultant learning as well as give researcher 
insight to the clarity of item measures for different individuals. Size of sample is a limiting 
factor. An error in deployment of the ICC measure led to only CQS being reported. This original 
intention was the use of two measures of cultural competences (ICC: Arasaratnam, 2009; CQS: 
Ang et al., 2007) to explore development. This is further discussed within Chapter 7’s 
reflections. 
Work comparing specific instruments has yet to be fully undertaken. It is emerging, as 
evidenced by Li’s (2020) very recent comparative empirical study of the central constructs of 
cross-cultural competence as ICC and CQ in the measure forms of the IDI and the CQS. Bartel-
Radic and Giannelloni (2017) discuss the need to develop measurement tools for the 
multidimensional construct of cross-cultural communication comparing personality trait scales 
with critical incident technique. In terms of measurement, Paper 3 finds that post-experience 
students are likely to evaluate themselves with lower CQS. This provides some evidential 
support to Deardorff’s (2016) question pertaining to the continued use of self-perspective 
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instruments. It is also a similar finding to recent studies showing a lower post-experience scores 
as a result of experience (Wei, Spencer-Rodgers, Anderson, & Peng, 2020).  
COLLECTIVE SIGNIFICANCE OF THIS CONTRIBUTION 
Collectively, coming full circle this paper-based doctoral study contributes to the 
literature by providing empirical evidence that GVT experience leads to competency 
development for both virtual and intercultural communication competences but that these 
changes are not universal. It constitutes a step beyond in that the comparative examination of 
two similar GVT collaborations show different learning. This extends the conversation by 
reminding that GVT experiences within contexts moderate specific facets of competence 
developed. The empirical study was designed to comprise comparative work not previously 
done before contrasting two measures of intercultural and virtual competence to explore 
development in two similar GVT experiences. The study did not quite go to plan. The 10-item 
ICC measure used to gather data pre and post experience was successful in the sense that data 
was gathered. However, this data did not perform under any condition, pre, post or post-pre in 
the exploratory factor analysis. Here, too it was discovered that one item within the measure 
was a duplicate (item 3 and 8 were duplicates). Despite, best efforts the measure just did not 
perform in this context for this sample and as a result, it was dropped. This is broadly a 
contribution nonetheless. This is reflected on in more depth within the next chapter, but the net 
result is that there was no comparison of intercultural measures.  
The study instead relies upon CQs as a measure and confirms somewhat the usefulness 
of the CQs to show development. It integrates to GVT scholarship measures previously 
deployed within the communication and information communication domains. These virtual 
measures, the MOCA (Ledbetter, 2009) and ISS (Van Deursen et al., 2015) evidence support 
for development of facets of virtual competences. Students engaging in the GVT business 
simulation as captured by the MOCA showed greater willingness to engage virtually, self-
disclose and socially interact. Whilst GVT project students showed greater recognition of the 
risks of miscommunication and their connection to virtual interactions in their everyday lives. 
In terms of the ISS, students in the business simulation reports perceived significant differences 
in their social skills, operational skills and technical virtual skills, with those younger and 
females reporting greater development of their information navigation skills. Those with less 
intercultural experience and fewer intercultural friendships perceiving more development in 
their social skills. The pre and post testing showed support for experiential learning in GVTs 
developing competences and that develop was different depending on context.  
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The caveats to these findings are that the research sample is small. Furthermore, the three-
week duration of GVT engagement appears to evidence forms of development and is consistent 
with many other similar learning experiences might be less than ideal for generating a greater 
magnitude of competences development. Here research might now examine the contextual 
dynamics of experience to further qualify and verify these findings. Future research might now 
try to address sample size. It might also probe via further characterisation of students’ prior 
learning experiences and motivations to take the course if there is a self-selection bias. While 
the samples test the same with no significant differentiation this might be implicit. Prior 
intercultural and virtual experiences were reported but these questions did not characterise 
learning motivations to taking the respective courses. The GEE-GVT project course is very well 
known and possibly appeals to students who possibly embrace virtual interactions and has used 
this activity since 2012. In comparison, it might be that the VIBU business simulation is 
generally less visible in content promoting the international management course.  
The motivation of individuals within GEE-GVT project teams to engage interculturally 
was positively impacted and they did experience developmental shifts in there self-appraisals. 
Furthermore, the magnitude of this development is likely not fully represented and a lowering 
in self-evaluation post experience is apparent. Paper 3 confirms that experiences in GVTs 
develop individuals’ intercultural and virtual competences. These findings aslo attest that 
development has taken place but that it is not the same in the two GVT contexts, as captured 
by the CQS, MOCA and ISS. Matched sample data comprising pre and post-data at an 
individual level suggests differentiation in the nature of competence development is contingent 
upon GVT exercise and that further study might continue to examine GVT context. Qualitative 
analyses would add value to understanding the quantitative data, especially the character of 
thisd developmental change. That the GVT simulation might be influencing development of 
virtual competences more than intercultural competences is interesting. Both courses cover 
cultural concepts using the same theoretical content. The expectation was that both GVT 
experiences should develop both intercultural and virtual competences and that the GEE would 
hone development more than the business simulation. That the business simulation is found to 
develop virtual competences more relative to the project is interesting. It suggests differing 
experiences lead to differing results and that deeper understanding of learning embedded within 
contexts is of merit. Much remains unknown regarding what precisely triggers development, 
including the ideal duration of learning and the nature of any interventions to generate change 
(Bennett, 2009; Jackson, 2015). This study extends the questioning of context within the 
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technology-enable collaborative space of GVT engagement. The VT and GVT literatures on 
factors critical to performace map many of these likely features but offer less insight into how 
to utilise these features within GVT engagement to develop individuals intercultural and virtual 
skills. Are there ways to manipulate GVT contexts to hone development? Does a series of 
experiences in a particular order enhance further intercultural and virtual competences? It 
suggests further research exploring GVT context, enmeshing team interactions via technology 
over time along with team purpose and interactions that influence individuals and trigger 
development are of merit.  
Here, paper 2 suggests that while context is increasingly reported within recent GVT 
research, that much remains partially understood and that there might be value in a typology of 
GVT context where this context is complex pertaining to virtuality, technology and team 
composition. The contribution offered via this paper is recognition and mapping of the state of 
GVT student based research. Work here does not have to be started de novo; it is prevalent in 
the communication media and information management literatures. It now might be further 
integrated with the international business GVT and internationalisation at home (IoH) 
literatures. This in turn suggests that greater understanding of the similarities and differences 
of the nature of student teams’ research and the GVT developmental context via more 
sophisticated designs within student teams might also work towards bridging understanding 
development of talent in organisational visavis university classrooms. Insight at this level is 
likely of interest to educators striving to development work ready graduates for entry into 
international roles. It is also of interest to international organisations as they plan to utilise this 
talent and deploy these individuals with both short and longer-term strategic goals in mind.  
Concommitantly, paper 1 as a ‘review of reviews’ taking a broad and across research 
discipline approach is a noteworthy starting point because it lists work emerging at the 
comparative interface and identifies research interrogating theoretical conceptualisations and 
measurement instrumentation. In so doing, it also shines light on the value of a clear or definable 
context for intercultural engagement. The multicultural communication competence (MCC) 
emphasis on context, especially with the focus on healthcare delivery and counselling, affirms 
greater use of observer or informant report approaches that are suggested, but that these 
measures are also seemingly problematic as observer and self-reports do not seemingly tally 
(Gabrenya et al., 2011). It also suggests that perhaps the context of MCC counselling has 
insights to offer to scholars in both international business and intercultural business education 
giving consideration to the critical instrument review work undertaken within this domain (e.g. 
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Ponterotto et al., 1996; Pope-Davis, Liu, Toporek, & Brittan-Powell, 2001; Pope-Davis, 
Reynolds, Dings, & Nielson, 1995). Here, the narrative of power and privilege as a different 
experience and set of expectations regarding what is competent behaviour and who has the right 
to name or assess this experience is noteworthy. It expresses competence as being an experience 
and something conferred by another upon a person based on their experience (Draghici, 2015; 
Spitzberg & Changnon, 2009). It might be drawn into international business within 
organisational levels to capture dyadic differentials of power. There is a genuine need for more 
research examining how intercultural competence (by any nomenclature) is construed by the 
cultural minority, the experience of the other, be that the subordinate, the patient, the student 




GVT collaboration contexts will likely continue to be both adopted in tertiary classrooms 
as ways to internationalise at home, and within global organisations as an everyday work form 
in a post COVID-19 world. Greater sophistication accounting for context within quasi-
expertimental research design might enhance the comparative understanding of the contextual 
dynamics of GVT contexts. In turn, this will likely affect instructional design, teaching practices 
within experience based learning and thejustofocations offered by HEIs. However, GVT 
research embedded teaching achieves much more than this. From an international business 
perspective, student GVT dynamics are likely more readily definable within quasi-experimental 
settings relative to the institutional variation associated with international business. As such, 
they are an ideal petridish for continued study of individual development resulting from 
experiential learning opportunities. A focus on context would include greater embedding of the 
individual within teams, and within broader organisational structures of which a facet is 
technology. Here, extant research examing media, communication and information technology 
tending to be located in the research domains of VTs and information management might now 
be furhter integrated into GVTs research within international business. This might further 
dynamic understanding of individual development within challenges experiencd by GTVs. 
Intercultural competence literature giving focus to context and to the develop of individuals for 
engagement in cuturally complex interactions, is the literature pertaining to the development of 
multicultural counselling communciaiton competence. This literature might now be more 
critically evaluated with respect to the cross cultural or intercultural training literatures. 
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Managers as leaders share much in common with counselling roles, especially in international 
contexts whereby this literature seeks to measured development of culture related competences 
addressing power and eurocentricism specifically where these continue to be identified as 
problematic within the IC literature informing international business and international 
education.   
Over the duration of this doctoral study, six additional key publications present. Two 
papers examining the intercultural and technological skills of students engaging in GVTs 
(Velez-Calle et al., 2020; Zwerg-Villagres & Martinez-Diaz, 2016 ), and four articles 
contrasting intercultural modeals and measures. Increasingly, publications are emerging 
comparing facets of models both theoretically and empirically; two theoretical contributions 
reconciling differing frameworks and models (e.g., Andresen & Bergdolt, 2017; Richter et al., 
2020) and two empirical studies comparing variants of ICC with CQ (e.g., Li, 2020; Varela, 
2019). Varela (2019) suggests that “theory that reconciles conflicting views is still missing 
resulting from a scarcity of efforts devoted to contrasting frameworks and identifying 
generalisable features” (p. 177). Here, this doctoral study is argued to be ‘on trend’ offering 
contribution via synthesis and empirical comparison. Together, these papers confirm 
recognition that there is research interest.  
 
3 EMERGENT REFLECTIVE THREADS 
1: Theoretical frameworks, models and measures - Across domain observations 
Scholars also discuss research challenges and possible future research (e.g. Leung et al., 
2014). Theoretical conceptualisations tend to be contrasted and extended within domains. . 
International business research scholars have embraced many of the theortical models and 
measures identifed within intercultural communication, international education and cross-
cultural communication. While, scholars of these multidisciplinary fields draw across fields to 
consolidate understanding and this is evident within international business and intercultural 
commuication, research field understandings continue to evolve such that consolidation is 
challengedOne area of research yet to be considered by IB scholars is the muticultural 
communication competence (and especially the multicultural communication counselling 
competence) work within a healthcare context. This research delineates context and enmeshes 
roles and power within dyadic interactions. Here, a differing approach to qualifying context 
presents which might strengthen international business understandings. This might be further 
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reinforced through the incorporation of information communication science perspectives 
providing clearer boundary to GVT and VT contexts, including the changing dynamic of these 
contexts over time. For fullness, this paper identifies as key papers reviews byLeung et al., 
(2014) and Matsumoto and Hwang’s (2013)  along with Griffith et al.’s (2016) review of ICC 
and CC measures within the higher education and business research domain. Additonally, the 
medical domain-located reviews of Alizadeh and Chevan (2016), Shen (2015), Gamst and 
Liang (2013), Dunn, Smith and Montoya (2006) and Soto et al. (2018). One of the strengths 
within both the CQ and MCC approaches is seemingly the strategic application of research 
effort to compare and contrast measurement items and their empirical performance within. 
Here, too, work like Griffith et al.’s (2016) Table 1 summarises a comparison of measurement 
instruments that corral understanding or what has been achieved might now frame discussion 
of what to next systematically address. 
Moreover, Leung et al., (2014) discuss ways to shift research forward by research 
design, and to this end includes discussion of the use of self reports, the focus of items being 
intercultural traits, attitudes and worldviews or capabilities, model testing and empirical study 
to examine reliability and validity. Here, two approaches stand out as distinctive the behavioural 
description interviews (Lievens, Harris, Van Keer, & Bisqueret, 2003), the situational 
judgement tests (e.g. Ascalon, Schleicher, & Born, 2008; T. Rockstuhl, Ang, Ng, Lievens, & 
Van Dyne, 2013; T. Rockstuhl, Presbitero, Ng, & Ang, 2013) and the CQS observer measure 
(van Dyne et al., 2008). Leung et al.’s (2014) review, like others (e.g. Arasaratnam, 2013; 
Arasaratnam, 2014, 2015a; Bazgan & Popa, 2014; Croucher et al., 2015) includes consideration 
of themes presenting as challenges within theoretical frameworks and models in addition to 
outcome study approaches with domain specificity of pertaining to intercultural competence, 
more so than for example cultural intelligence, albeit CQ is included.  
Indeed Leung et al., (2014) could be called a bridging review as it is broadly cited by 
CQ reviews (e.g. Cumberland et al., 2016; Fang et al., 2018; Ott & Michailova, 2018; Park et 
al., 2018). In contrast, the reviews of CQ tend to be comparatively excluding, tending to 
examine the direct and indirect effects of CQ as well as how CQ mediates and moderates (e.g. 
Fang et al., 2018). Similarly, the MCC domain reviews also examine outcome studies and 
instrumentation performance with some similar questioning.  
Why does this matter? These reviews each close with future research directions and 
agendas, and similar next research steps, deep consideration of culture general as compared to 
culture specific, and if the measure might be a group and organisation-level instrument as well 
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(Fang et al., 2018) as how CQ/ICC/CC might be further developed. Reviews of measures 
adopting a critiquing approach tend to present method issues of self-report and social 
desirability bias, or the testing of dimensions of reliability and validity comparatively for a set 
of measures.  
Self-reports are viewed as problematic by many (Sallinen‐Kuparinen, McCroskey, & 
Richmond, 1991; Stone, Bachrach, Jobe, Kurtzman, & Cain, 1999) but not necessarily 
redundant. Leung et al. (2014) suggest that: 
Dual process models of social cognition suggest that self-reported attitudes guide 
deliberate behaviors but play a lesser role in determining spontaneous behaviors 
(Dovidio, Kawakami, Johnson, Johnson, & Howard, 1997). Thus, self-reported 
measures of intercultural competence may outperform implicit tests in predicting 
outcomes based on deliberate actions. In a nutshell, we recommend that 
researchers examine a wider range of outcomes in intercultural contexts with 
multiple measures of the same intercultural competence dimension to 
differentiate their usefulness (p. 505). 
Similarly, Griffith et al. (2016) suggest, “self-report measures are a versatile tool suited 
for capturing attitudes and declarative knowledge (Gabrenya, Griffth, Moukarzel, Pomerance, 
& Reid, 2012)” (p. 23). This is likely especially if data is being used to facilitate individuals’ 
self-reflection over time as an aspect of intercultural and virtual learning. However, self-reports 
and similar descriptive studies necessitate consideration that in this type of study (paper 3) it is 
not possible to claim that the experience caused participants to change; rather, it is only possible 
to claim it contributes to this in light of the descriptive meaning offered (Bennett, 2009).  
The bridging of language and understanding within the community of researchers also 
seems required. Here, method design is crucial and continues to be challenged by a need for 
need for nomothetic and idiographic clarity, measuring instrumentation synthesis and 
comparative interrogation, including addressing self-report issues with clear systematic pre- 
and post-strategies as well as situational and behaviour-anchored scales.  
Measuring intercultural and virtual learning in future research might embrace the use of 
ethnography techniques within the deployment of student GVTs in virtual classroom to 
understand GVT team formation, evolution and adaptation of team processes over time, as well 
the development of individuals within these virtual contexts and the characteristic shifts in 
practice with experience. While this is evident within the organisational GVT and VT 
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literatures, it is less so with student teams where research might now focus on using the same 
methods for both training and examination within student contexts.  
Moreover, if student GVT research strives for further research alignment with 
organisational studies undertanding of the differing research findings is more likely. Educators 
clearly have worked had to design learning experiences that mirror organisational training and 
development for GVT based international roles, as well as search for empirical evidence to 
qualify the effectiveness of such offerings but the more might be achieved. Increased work to 
qualify context might allow for enchance clarity of the impact of context upon challenges 
effecting performance for both individuals and teams in relation to KSAOs as well as 
organisational dimensions. Here, deeper consideration and accounting of student team context 
dimensions might even be more achievable as an initial step as a student GVT taxonomy is 
likely somewhat more predictable and definable when compared to the likely wide ranging 
array of organisational work forms. To this end, ongoing synthesis is prerequisite. As too are 
measures to capture prior intercultural and virtual/technological experience. Two simple 
measures were adopted within the empirical study. Student respondents were asked to indicate 
if they had intercultural experiences and then to describe them as well as if they had studied a 
language and had intercultural friendships. Sample size and a general lack of variation in the 
sample confounds consideration of forms of experience upon GVT performance. At face value, 
it also suggests that among students, even in a country that considers itself to be multicultural 
and trilingual (English is the most widely used, while Māori and New Zealand Sign Language 
are the legally recognised languages of New Zealand) (Human Rights Commission, 2020),  
there was minimal recognition of prior cultural experiences. Differing explanations present. 
Perhaps these students do not recognise the multitude of cultural diversity surrounding their 
day-to-day interactions and are unconscious of this experience. Perhaps they do genuinely have 
very limited exposure, or possibly the question is framed in such a way that respondents pass 
over the item answering superficially and it is tinged with social desirability concerns. In future, 
this might be addressed methodologically, with questions creating an index of experience, or 
with scenario-style questions to ascertain recognition of where culture and prior learning might 
have influence. However, here the concern is that those with more experience do not necessarily 
perform better. Questioning of the level and import of this prior experience has been posed by 
researchers previously (e.g. Arasaratnam, 2007; J. Martin & Hammer, 1989). The leveraging 
of prior experience is also perhaps an aspect of transfer of knowledge and understanding across 
context, whereby an aspect of transfer is surely context recognition and delineation. Related to 
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this, face-to-face competences vis-à-vis technology-enabled competences are yet to be clearly 
delineated and there are mixed indications of the influence of culture within technology-enabled 
interactions with some suggestion that it has less impact, at least intially (e.g. Valez-Calles et 
al., 2020). Much intercultural education understanding is anchored to foreign language 
classroom experiences and study abroad immersion experiences, which may be very different 
to virtual international business team experiences in their experience of intercultural 
understanding of both self and other. These are likely also infused with expectations regarding 
role and how to enage in a team or university assignment.  
Eurocentrism & polysemy,  
Concern has been expressed in the intercultural and Anglo-Western dominance of 
research (e.g. Kupka, 2008; Medina-López-Portillo & Sinnigen, 2009). Scholars have 
undertaken work to address this perceived bias in the sense that work has increasingly been 
completed within non-Anglo cultures by non-Anglo scholars (e.g. Bazgan & Popa, 2014; 
Fantini & Tirmizi, 2006; Van de Vijver & Leung, 2009). However, this does not completely 
address the impact of language and understanding and meaning for native and non-native 
speakers. Nor  does  it address the heart of the concern;  Eurocentrism as a doxa giving primacy, 
placing value upon an essentially Western-Anglo mindset of competence and team praxis 
(which includes leadership and behavioural practices like decision-making). It is a central issue 
that necessitates strong research practices to structurally address the gathering of data, samples 
and analysis, but more than this, the theoretical frameworks, research paradigms, language and 
the epistemology and ontology of the researcher and/or the research team (Glinow, Shapiro, & 
Brett, 2004; Klitmøller, Schneider, & Jonsen, 2015). Some even suggest it requires embracing 
the adoption of a critical intercultural communication view (e.g. De La Garza & Ono, 2015; 
Halualani et al., 2009; Halualani & Nakayama, 2010; Hua & Kramsch, 2016; Nakayama & 
Halualani, 2011; Willink et al., 2014). Perhaps a future agenda might now focus on contextual 
understandings and account for structure and power. Adopting a macro–micro lens and seeing 
cultural identity as relational as well as non-binary might be productive (Richter et al., 2020; 
Yari et al., 2020). Here, careful scrutiny of the terms macro and micro is also needed, possibly 
with all every day, commonly used and seemingly straightforward terms. For example, the use 
of the terms macro and micro when used with the term culture comprise differing definitions. 
Macro tends to capture the global or the aggregate of a national, organisational or team culture 
and corresponding dimensions, while micro tends to orient towards the individual (Erez & Gati, 
2004). The use of the terms indicates level, focus and unit of analysis (Leung et al., 2014).  
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 Contextual scholars advance that context is essential to understanding the dynamic 
expression of culture within praxis (Janosik, 1987; K. Leung et al., 2014). Here, the issue of 
language and working with translation and equivalence has been recognised as a key concern 
(Dasli & Díaz, 2016; Klitmøller & Lauring, 2013; Tenzer & Pudelko, 2017), and reseachers are 
challenged to be able to articulate meaning both as intended by those answering and inferred 
by researchers (Bennett, 2009). Here, a noteworthy exemplar is the work of Arasaratnam and 
Doerfel (2005), interviewing survey respondents to understand their use of language and 
meaning. In consideration of the experience of Paper 3, the question is also whether meaning 
changes for terms with experience and exposure to knowledge-specific content, and if so what 
is the nature of this meaning shift. One explanation of an observed decrease in reported 
competence is that individuals post-experience evaluate themselves as initially wanting; 
another is that they perceive the item scale content differently with hindsight. A straightforward 
step that presents as a research design decision would be to include interviews for gathering 
data to provide semantic insight over time; however, while very feasible, this is seemingly not 
an approach evidenced with the study of GVTs using students engaging in quasi-experimental 
studies (Paper 2). Recently, this type of approach has been evidenced with the use of interview 
data (Zakaria et al., 2020) and ethnography (Dai, et al., 2019). Narrative data of this type would 
support understanding of scalar shifts and afford clarity of meaning both for diverse groupings 
but also in regard to ‘everyday’ language used within the assumption shared meaning (e.g. 
virtual, cultural and team terms).  
2: Context profundity as opportunity  
Chen and An (2009) use the term context profundity (which also presents within the discipline 
of anthropology) to suggest difficult to articulate, recondite or obscure facets that likely 
influence processes of engaging, which has led to reflection upon the capturing and articulation 
of the GVT context, team context and interaction. Here, Paper 2 highlights that a limiting 
feature is how we articulate context and contextual distinctions within items comprising 
measurement instrumentation within both surveys, interviews and the like. This then snowballs 
into the level and focus of any analysis; is it the individual or is it the team or group (or 
organisation) or is it both? Here, the context of teams context and dynamic approaches have 
been identified as needed (Bjerregaard et al., 2009; Harush, Lisak, & Glikson, 2018). This is 
noteworthy, as this study inherently questions if all GVT experiences are identical in their 
learning outcomes and support is provided via the deployment of the measures of CQS, for 
intercultural competence and via the MOCA and ISS for virtual competence. Furthermore, that 
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these dimensions might evolve contingent upon GVT experience and context. This suggests a 
need to account for GVT expereinces and context. 
Khanna (2015, p. 181) in a discussion of emerging markets “defines contextual 
intelligence as the ability to understand the limits of our knowledge, and to adapt that 
knowledge to a context different from the one in which it was developed” (p. 181). Khanna 
(2015) suggests mental models condition how a situation is understood. Furthermore, “often 
we are not consciously aware of our mental models or the effects they have on our behavior” 
(Khanna, 2015, p. 181, citing Senge, 1991) Similarly, Kutz (2008) suggests global leaders 
also need contextual intelligence and that this comprises a transferable capability. Here, these 
approaches appear to resonate with the notion of situated cognition presenting in psychology 
and education that might be applied to GVT research, giving foundation to culture in GVT 
business contexts (Brown, Collins, Duguid, 1995; Rencic, Schuwirth, Gruppen & Durning, 
2020). Context is likely both a moderator and mediator of intercultural competence; indeed, “in 
contrast to traits, competences are directly tied to context-specific performance, which implies 
that they become manifest variables only through behavior” (Erpenbeck, 2010, p. 18, as cited 
by Schnabel, 2015). Context recognition tools might be key to understanding and challenging 
GVT praxis for team and individuals alike. 
There is a wealth of literature on global teaming and an abundance of research describing 
the GVT interaction context. One approach that stands out in hindsight, is that of virtuality and 
fault-lines theory (e.g. Chudoba, Wynn, Lu, & Watson-Manheim, 2005; Ilgen et al., 2005; 
Kramer et al., 2017; Lau & Murnighan, 1998, 2005, 2010; Rico, Sánchez-Manzanares, Antino, 
& Lau, 2012; Zhang, Liang, Zhang, & Qu, 2017). These approaches embrace an Input-
Mediator-Output-Input (IMOI) approach, as compared to an Input-Process-Output (IPO) 
approach (Klitmøller et al., 2015; Rico, Sánchez-Manzanares, Antino, & Lau, 2012; 
Verhoeven, Cooper, & Flynn, 2017) and might now be used to anchor the development process 
as experienced by individuals’ engaging in roles and identifiable interaction forms within dyads 
and teams over time. The IMOI approach might bridge the communication ideas of trajectories 
and specific events triggering responses that are likely interculturally bound to their contextual 
construction and response. Here, shifts at relational levels between team members are not just 
cultural; they are also interpersonal within dyads. Future research might now extend 
understanding of how context is construed by GVT individuals and teams. Within 
communciation research, a relational view of individuals has been mooted (e.g. Griffin, 2006; 
Ruben, 1989; Spitzberg & Changnon, 2009) and potentially explains development of 
individuals regardless of culture. Giving focus to interpersonal capacities of individuals aligns 
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with the developmental theorists of interpersonal communication (e.g. Altman & Taylor, 1973; 
Griffin, 2006). Furthermore, critique of these models on interpersonal relationships and 
development has suggested that development is not always in a forward direction and with ever-
increasing intimacy. Relationship development can stagnate and even retrograde. Moreover, 
the notion of competence as something that might retrograde relative to context shifts has 
seemingly received little consideration. Rather, consideration of Howell’s (1982) phase shifts 
from unconscious incompetence to conscious competence, or of development as adaptation 
(Bhawuk, 2009; Y. Y. Kim, 2017; Ward, Okura, Kennedy, & Kojima, 1998), along with Byram 
(2014) and Bennett’s (1986) differing continuums of intercultural development, suggest a 
tendency to treat competence development as liner, phased, and stable changes. Questioning 
the recognition of context and if intercultural and virtual capabilities should be considered 
linear, developing in a uni-directional or increasing fashion, places emphasis on understanding 
the individual within context and heightens the need for context to be accurately embodied 
within a GVT typology appropriate for both student and real-world scenarios.  
3: Recent research encrouchments & future reseach  
In 2020, once again, a volume of research presented that is directly related to this doctoral 
study. Szkudlarek, Osland, Nardon, and Zander (2020) as editors and contributors to a special 
issue in the Journal of World Business write of communication and culture in international 
business and how to move the field forward. They suggest research needs to move from static 
to processual, from etic to emic, to become context richer, relational and to embolden itself with 
orientations of the individual including emotion and wellbeing perspectives. They advance the 
adoption of diverse methodologies, and a flip from culture influencing communication to 
communication’s influence on culture. A processual perspective, mixed-methods approach, is 
suggested exemplary of where international business and communication research should now 
be heading is also suggested by Zakaria (2017). Szkudlarek et al. (2020) describe ‘virtuality’ as 
a context of specific importance where research findings are inconclusive (G. Stahl, Maznevski, 
Voigt, & Jonsen, 2010). Some research suggests “virtual communication can exacerbate the 
challenges of intercultural communication (DiStefano & Maznevski, 2000; Holtbrügge, 
Weldon, & Rogers, 2013)” (Szudlarek et al., 2020, p. 4). Other studies suggest this is less the 
case for millennial students (Velez-Calles et al., 2020), such that the form of communication 
needs deeper consideration (Jimenez et al., 2017; Klitmøller & Lauring, 2013; Klitmøller et al., 
2015).  
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In a recent issue of the European Journal of International Business, the editors, Richter 
et al. (2020) suggest that, while IC is a trending topic since the 2000s in international 
management, defining and measuring intercultural competence is still a challenge. They 
identify that a plethora of differing terms continue to abound in the domain of intercultural 
competence, citing in their issue alone the terms intercultural competence, cultural 
intelligence, bicultural competence, intercultural readiness and global mind-set. Here too, 
Peng et al.’s (2020, p. 58) recent “bibliometric analysis for the knowledge domain of 
intercultural competence draws upon 663 ICC research articles on ICC spanning from 2000 to 
2018”, which suggests an ostensible upward trend in publications on ICC since 2007. In turn, 
the International Journal of Intercultural Relations (IJIR) is the most highly cited journal, and 
“five highly cited authors are Michael Byram, Darla Deardorff, Claire Kramsch, Mitchell 
Hammer and Milton Bennett” (p. 58). Peng et al. (2020) suggest the most highly cited article 
is “Conceptualizing intercultural competence” by Spitzberg and Chagnon (2009). Peng et al. 
(2020, p. 60), describe burgeoning research in the publication of work most especially in 2015 
with work tending to extensive theoretical and empirical research focussing on “the 
connotation, composition, evaluation, development, and cultivation of ICC (e.g. Fantini, 2000; 
Martin & Nakayama, 2004; Deardorff, 2006; Byram, 2008; Deardorff & Arasaratnam, 2017)” 
(p. 60). This body of work originates in disciplines outside of international business in the fields 
of communciation, intercultural leanring and education.  
Furthermore, Richter et al. (2020) also suggest that Yari et al. (2020) highlight two 
often-overlooked aspects that influence intercultural competence in a specific context, 
namely power relations between those who interact, and their socio-historical context. Yari 
et al. (2020) examine CQ, GM and CC, suggesting a lack of definitional consensus and cite 
to this end Andresen and Bergdolt (2017), Levy et al. (2007), Johnson, Lenartowicz, & Apud 
(2006) and Spitzberg and Chagnon (2009), as well as Leung et al. (2014). Richter et al. (2020), 
cite two recent studies offering contribution to measurement understanding. A paper by Varela 
(2019) contrasting and evaluating measures as a new evolution and a paper by Taras (2020), 
focusing on IC measurement approaches and instruments with the lens of business practice and 
employee selection. Richter et al. (2020) describe Taras’s (2020) article as a discussion of “the 
applicability of different instruments in various situations and contexts, discusses their potential 
limitations, and points to issues that need to be considered in future research to advance our 
understanding of intercultural competencies” (p. 199).  
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Recent work continues to present measurement instruments as a focal point with “less 
need for more new instruments, but a greater need for a structured review of instruments to 
outline the statistical properties and suitability of instruments for different research 
purposes” (Richter et al., 2020, p. 198). Here also, Khukhlaev et al.’s (2020, p. 14) theoretical 
substantiation of intercultural communication competence identifies that measurement 
challenges continue, whereby “despite a wide range of tools of assessing intercultural 
competence, few of them meet the criteria of environmental validity” (p. 14). Khukhlaev et al. 
(2020) and colleagues (Gritsenko, Khukhlaev, et al., 2020; Gritsenko, Pavlova, et al., 2020), 
categorise a list of measures including Arasaratnam’s (2009) intercultural communication 
competence instrument (ICCI). In so doing they list Arasaratnam’s (2009) ICCI (15 item) 
measure as one of the top 15 or salient measures. They reiterate the issue of polysemy and offer 
that this motivates the comparison and building of a comprehensive model of IC. They note 
that Barrett (2016, 2018) attempted to integrate the 48 models of IC identified by Deardorff 
(2009) within an educational context, and suggest that this delimitation is problematic in that it 
does not address the needs of global business.  
Within this all, Richter et al. (2020) also call for the critical and comparative evaluation 
of the usefulness of existing theories, the combining of theories and being willing to engage in 
theory pruning (Leavitt, Mitchell, & Peterson, 2010). The recommendation for future research 
is to aim for “more specificity in defining, measuring and theorising on intercultural 
competence and its dimensions, and further theorising on the relationships of intercultural 
competence with antecedents and outcomes” (Richter et al., 2020, p. 203). They proffer that 
theorising on the effects of intercultural competencies still is in its infancy or early phases, with 
understanding of mechanisms of relationships between theoretical constructs incomplete. They 
close suggesting more clarity in differentiating understanding relating constructs relative to 
each other (e.g., cultural intelligence, global mindset and intercultural competence) is 
warranted. They call “for more research into measurement constructs along with greater 
precision in the focus on dimensions and sub dimensions, and in the development of the 
theoretical background for individual sub-dimensions of intercultural competence” (Richter et 
al., 2020, p. 203). This doctoral study shares this view. Additionally, that neither the Yari et al. 
(2020) nor Peng et al. (2020) reviews fully duplicate the other, further evidences the magnitude 
of research required to synthesise. Similarly, neither paper exactly fits the same approach as 
Paper 1. Consequently, these papers are noteworthy. They offer additional support to the 
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findings of Paper 1, as well as continued focus on IC within international business via 
comparative understanding linked to context.  
For the intercultural training organisation or their delegate, be that university or other, the 
need to be able to measure competence remains paramount. The expression of intercultural 
competence via virtual and digital technologies is salient to both HRM practitioners selecting 
and developing talent for organisations and to HEI educators developing workforce-ready 
graduates. Two distinct measurement needs present. Measurement for selection is different 
from how to measure and account for development. The point of differentiation pertains to 
measurement and the need for a baseline or pre-measure to establish a change. Here, 
competence development is seemingly most recognisable as a decrease in self-reported 
competence as a result of an experience. This characterisation is, however, inadequate. Perhaps 
a more holistic approach presents, one that embraces a mixed methodology via the adoption of 
pre- and post-survey data combined with pre- and post-interview data. This is also specific with 
regard to framing future research, as characterising this personal development shift might be 
qualitatively able to be described. Here, with the benefit of hindsight the Arasaratnam and 
Doerfel (2005) research approach stands out as an opportune way to gather data. Furthermore, 
it would seemingly be novel in the use of students inside quasi-experimental GVT studies. The 
advantage of adopting a semantic interview would be qualification of the nature of the change 
and insight into the cause of the transformation. Seemingly the composition of the group, the 
technology, the timezone, group size and duration of assignment are now more noteworthy, as 
just putting individuals into virtual teams with individuals from different cultures is insufficient. 
Pre-testing might now take on a different role and inform team composition decisions and 
assignation of role and additional training or content exposure. It might also be that GVT 
assignments are scaffolded across a programme of study. It is clear that recently there is 
continued interest in being able to qualify resultant learning, both individuals and for 
organisations.  
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Chapter 7: Reflections 
This final reflective chapter closes with two reflections. The first considers the measurement 
experience of the empirical study. The second revisits the initial inquiry motivation of this 
study: the question of ‘What might a digital dinosaur be able to offer tech-savvy post millennial 
undergraduates learning in virtual team experiences?’ to closes with consideration of 
international business education, encompassing internationalisation at home and the pursuit of 
developing individuals for global and virtual collaboration. 
 
1: THE EXPERIENCE MEASURING DEVELOPMENT  
In Paper 3, difference is calculates based on post-experience survey minus pre-experience 
survey for each item comprising the scale; difference is lessened when the pre-experience 
evaluation is higher than the post-experience evaluation for each item comprising a measure. 
This is salient to consider that over-estimating competence or no change in perceived capability 
are two forms of numerical difference associated with the use of Likert-style scales, which are 
highly problematic. Over-estimating competence leading to an underestimation of development 
presents when pre is self-evaluated higher than post, perhaps also with an element of social 
desirability bias (SDB). It also suggests that behaviourally anchored scale items are very 
important, as answers with these types of items are thought less likely to comprise a SDB 
component.  
In the design stage of the questionnaire care was taken to consider common methods 
variance (CMV) and SDB. The respective surveys were piloted for time and comprehension 
with both English and first language and second language speakers. Terms were checked for 
clarity, respective measures were placed in different order sequences, and there was variance 
in how the question was answered (e.g. push a button on screen to slide a marker across, enter 
text data, variance in the flow of a block for item ending, variance in style of question). In 
addition, blocks of questions were randomised. In hindsight, noteworthy changes in my own 
understanding of quantitative research have transpired, especially in terms of research design 
considerations and operationalisation of a survey. Some of this researcher development is the 
result of unanticipated hurdles. 
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Initially, Arasaratnam’s 15-item ICC measure (Arasaratnam, 2009) was proposed to be 
used. It was then changed to the deployment of the 10-item ICC measure (Arasaratnam, 2009). 
This was framed into the pilot survey. The number of items comprising the survey was then 
considered very long and that this would increase the risk of survey incompletion and 
potentially detract from answer quality. The choice to adopt the 15-item measure was based 
upon the steps undertaken to develop the scale (Arasaratnam, 2006; Arasaratnam & Doerfel, 
2005) and that this was similar to the CQS measure. The item measure was attractive, developed 
with a multicultural and diverse student population and fairly well tested (Arasaratnam 2006, 
2009; Arasaratnam & Doerfel, 2005); however, it was designed and initially tested as a post-
experience single-use self-report scale. 
I first imported this 15-item scale into Qualtrics along with the other scales and the 
additional demographic questions. Being mindful of a test-retest design for gathering data and 
response fatigue (Adams & Umbach, 2012; De Leeuw, Hox, & Dillman, 2008; Dillman, 1991; 
2011; Dillman & Bowker, 2001; Dillman & Christian, 2005; Millar & Dillman, 2012)), along 
with feedback piloting the survey and how long it took to complete the questions and 
repetitiveness, a decision was made to decrease the number of questions by adopting the 
proposed 10-item ICCI (Arasaratnam, 2009). A key consideration was designing an 
investigation that would generate sufficient response rate in a multi-phase study with only a 
moderate class size, likely attrition within the response group over time, the need to gather as 
many completed surveys as possible, and to balance good practice for addressing common 
methods variance (CMV) (Chang, Van Witteloostuijn, & Eden, 2010). Extensive time was 
spent checking the different class variants of the survey and the pre, in comparison to post-
versions prior to the partial randomisation of the survey.  
In deploying the 10-item instrument (refer to Table 16 ) the repetition of item 3 and item 
8 was not noticed,, only presenting as a problem within the factor analysis steps undertaken in 
the data analysis. The initial source of error was realized when trying to make sense of the data 
during the analysis. Not only are there two identical items; they are postulated to load to distinct 
factors. This was also unnoticed in the cross checking steps and in the piloting of the survey 
itself.  
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Table 16 Arasaratnam’s (2009) Intercultural Communication Competence Instrument (ICCI)  
Arasaratnam’s (2009) Table 1 – Original Items in ICC Instrument (15 items) 
1. I often find it difficult to differentiate between similar cultures (Ex: Asians, Europeans, 
Africans, etc.) 
2. I feel a sense of belonging to a group of people based on relationship (family, friends) instead 
of cultural identity (people from my culture, people from other cultures).  
3. I find it easier to categorise people based on their cultural identity than their personality.  
4. I often notice similarities in personality between people who belong to completely different 
cultures.  
5. If I were to put people in groups, I will group them by their culture rather than their personality.  
6. I feel that people from other cultures have many valuable things to teach me.  
7. I feel more comfortable with people from my own culture than with people from other cultures.  
8. I feel closer to people with whom I have a good relationship, regardless of whether they belong 
to my culture or not.  
9. I often find it difficult to differentiate between similar cultures (Ex: Asians, Europeans, 
Africans, etc.) 
10. I feel that people from other cultures have many valuable things to teach me. 
11. Most of my friends are from my own culture.  
12. I feel more comfortable with people from my own culture than with people from other cultures.  
13. I find it easier to categorise people based on their cultural identity than their personality.  
14. I often notice similarities in personality between people who belong to completely different 
cultures.  
15. I usually feel closer to people who are from my own culture because I can relate to them better.  
Arasaratnam’s (2009) Table 2 – The Final ICC Instrument 
1. I feel more comfortable with people who are open to people from other cultures than people 
who are not.  
2. Most of my close friends are from other cultures.  
3. I usually change the way I communicate depending on whom I am communicating with.  
4. When I interact with someone from a different culture I usually try to adapt some of his/her 
ways.  
5. Most of my friends are from my own culture.  
6. I usually look for opportunities to interact with people from other cultures. 
7. I usually feel closer to people who are from my own culture because I can relate to them better.  
8. Most of my friends are from my own culture.  
9. I usually look for opportunities to interact with people from other cultures.  
10. I feel more comfortable with people who are open to people from other cultures than people 
who are not. 
Arasaratnam, 2009 page Journal of Intercultural Communication, ISSN 1404-1634, issue 20, May 2009.URL: 
http://www.immi.se/intercultural/. 
CHAPTER 7 – Reflections 161
Initially, the analysis process considered how to mitigate the error by calculating an 
average and using this average to calculate from post–pre = difference (development). 
However, the factor loading revealed itself within the forced single items checking of pre, post 
and difference, as well as two items that fit the inherent model; however; the items were not 
similar across pre, post and difference. This also proved problematic, as while less than ideal 
but doable, the factor loading was low. Hence, the 10-item scale was then not performing as 
representing the model and factor loadings were variable. Ultimately, a decision was made to 
drop the measure and to complete the analyses using only the CQs. This was disappointing, as 
one of the goals of the study was to compare and contrast measure performance. However, it 
does not fully negate contribution.  
Futhermore, while good survey practices, to systematically ensure items are 
unambiguous, and that language terms and meaning are clear and concise (Chang et al., 2010) 
are believed to have been achieved the deployment of the survey comprising the empirical 
study, these are insufficient or confounded if the GVT experience changes understanding of the 
language of item scales (Chang et al., 2010: Podsakoff et al., 2003). Pre- and post-experience 
data is thought to be possibly very different for some and stable for others, for both CQ and the 
virtual measure items. Arasaratnam and Doerfel’s (2005) use of interviews with student might 
offer a way forward. While a genuinely feasible approach because it is cost effective and 
students are accessible post experience within their course, and as suggested in Paper 2, is more 
likely to be evident in the study of real teams and less likely as a step with student samples. The 
use of post-survey interviews might anchor discussion of experience and integrate qualitative 
data analyses in a meaningful and pragmatic fashion. Interview data might complement and 
further qualify understanding. Furthermore, interviews might comprise two phases: an 
individual interview and a team debrief or group style interview. Deardorff (2009), Fantini 
(2009) and others have already shared insight in to how to move research forward via mixed 
methodologies; however, few studies of this type currently present and would encompass some 
form of quantitative measurement instrument. Individuals, their competences and their 
technology choices (likely also impacted by organisational parameters) dynamically form 
virtual contexts. Technology is rapidly changing as too is the language describing technology. 
Future qualitative and mixed method research might now consider the role of an interview to 
clarify the use scales assessing virtual competence as well as stimulating reflection with 
students aiming to enhance self-awareness and competence development.  
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Jimenez et al.’s (2017) location, time and distance approach aligns to levels of virtuality 
potentially influencing intercultural and virtual competences. Jimenez et al. (2017) suggest 
questions about empathy and attitude towards other cultures (ATOC) might be much more 
context-identifiable based around language usage, leadership style, expectations concerning 
decision-making and presentation of outcomes. However, I also now place greater emphasis on 
the measurement capacity to control for prior virtual and intercultural experience, as well as 
virtual project management and leadership. Prior experience has been described as a control 
variable but it is also potentially explaining variables. On this basis, I also see merit in measures 
that focus on intercultural and virtual competences for the individual, and team within the 
analysis of the written report, along with the actions of leading or performing within a team in 
more detail.  
Engelhard and Holtbrügge (2017) have recently adopted a project management team 
typology and an information processing perspective within the investigation of bicultural as 
compared to multicultural competences in individual team members. Here, as with Collins et 
al. (2017), greater specificity is being articulated by researchers regarding team composition. 
Bicultural as compared to multicultural likely influences both technology and language 
interactions. Engle and Nash (2015) question if researchers use individual dimension constructs 
or aggregated measures; they draw focus to the level of team vis-à-vis the level of the individual. 
They are not alone; other scholars have suggested individual performance is dynamic and 
responsive within the context of team performance. Ting-Toomey & Dorjee (2015) suggest  
interpersonal interactions are actually highly intergroup in nature… (and) …that 
the larger social ecological environment, the communication context and the in 
situ nature of the group, the sociocultural membership characteristics, the 
distinctive personal identity features, all play a role in shaping the assessment of 
intercultural–intergroup communication competence processes and outcomes 
(p.506).  
These considerations align too with reflections on the drawing together of three 
theoretical perspectives: social identity theory (SIT: (e.g. H. Tajfel, 1978), identity negotiation 
theory (INT: (e.g. Ting-Toomey & Dorjee, 2015) and communication accommodation theory 
(CAT: e.g. Gallois, Ogay, & Giles 2005). Here, Ting-Toomey and Dorjee (2015) suggest that 
the competences of the individual and the group dimensions might be reconciled. Ting-Toomey 
and Dorjee (2015) suggest that drawing these theoretical frames together might allow for the 
reconciliation of individual competences with group dimensions and context. Like Arasaratnam 
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(2016), Ting-Toomey and Dorjee (2015) place also at the heart of a research agenda the need 
for a shared and systematic vocabulary for intergroup–intercultural competence issues along 
with well-aligned research methodologies:  
Research questions should guide our research design, not one’s preferential 
methodology. We do appreciate a diversity of methodologies to research 
intercultural and intergroup communication competence on multiple social 
ecological systems levels. Large-scale longitudinal communication survey 
studies, interaction analysis experimental studies, real-life news case studies 
from global and local arenas, co-orientation/network views and narratives of 
interviewees from diverse stigmatized identity groups will further enhance the 
researching effort of intercultural–intergroup communication competence. Other 
methodological approaches such as community-based participatory research 
method, mixed-method and triangulation method designs, alternative creative 
methods such as incorporating identity artefacts/images, self-identity mapping 
and story-telling memoirs, social media text-messages and journals will also 
contribute to a deeper understanding of topical-sensitive and situational-
sensitive issues of intercultural and intergroup communication competence 
(Ting-Toomey & Dorjee, 2015, p. 530).  
This suggests a theoretical approach to bridge individual and intergroup dimensions as 
the way forward. It resonates with the challenges identified as an abundance of theory and 
method, with little reconciliation of qualitative and quantitative approaches and the likely 
dynamic of individual competence in a GVT context being influenced by group competences. 
It suggests research methodologies within communication might offer insight to the 
operationalisation of a study of development of individuals within GVTs. It questions if teams 
need every individual to be capable of the same capacities. Furthermore, this team skillset 
approach reinforces the value of the capacity to measure both individuals and team 
competences.  
The paper by Engelhard and Holtbrügge (2017) also signals the relevance of the 
measures of virtual intercultural communication competences (VICC), whereby technology is 
integral to GVT interactions and needs to be considered as such in the understanding of student 
development, team development and performance. Understanding of the relationship between 
GVT experience context and development is worthy of continued study, as causality (i.e. GVT 
experience leads to development) cannot be assumed to be uniform nor universal. A fruitful 
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way forward might place greater emphasis on prior and situated learning now involving 
interviewing students post-experience with survey results, and asking for their insight into how 
they answered the Likert-type scales and what this means for their assessment of themselves. 
Here, too, Feng’s (2016) use of a personal development exercise with reflective learning and 
IB content is a recent exemplar of a mixed method study of student development using 
reflective learning theory presenting both qualitative and quantitative findings to characterise 
learning. In developing graduates, for educators and institutions alike, there is value in a 
baseline from which to tailor development. In university parlance, this equates to assessment 
and curriculum initiatives specific to class cohorts for both virtual communication and 
intercultural communication capabilities embracing the view that tailored learning would be the 
ideal (Almeida et al., 2012; Arasaratnam-Smith, 2020) without assuming that individuals are 
either tech savvy or interculturally cognizant, but might be varying degrees of both. 
2: INTERNATIONAL BUSINESS EDUCATION - THE ‘DIGITAL DINOSAUR’ 
REFLEXION 
GVTs as bespoke learning contexts for intercultural and virtual competences 
I continue to see GVT collaborations as salient, bespoke leaning contexts for the development 
of individuals ready for graduate roles in increasingly global, international and intercultural 
organisations routinely utilising virtual technologies. However, GVT experiences do develop 
individuals’ virtual and intercultural capabilities, but not everyone benefits from GVT 
experiences uniformly. 
Using the archaic spelling of reflection (reflexion)1 is an attempt to remind of the 
interconnectivity of the educational objective and educator’s role. (On the other hand, the 
organisational training objective and human resource practitioner’s role). Here, data-supported 
insights that confirm that the strategic and systematic deployment of resources achieves the 
desired learning outcome, for individuals, classroom cohorts and over time remain paramount. 
I am also interested in benchmarking and aligning this capacity with the currently idealised and 
future antecedents of performance. This collective study reiterates for me the value of 
internationalisation at home, and the opportunity to intensify understandings of cultural 
diversity already present within any home society. Claiming you have internationalised 
experiences within institutions requires measurement to be able to justify such a position. To 
                                               
 
1 https://www.lexico.com/definition/reflexion accessed August 2020 
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claim relevance requires measurement, where measurement might comprise multiple forms of 
data and instruments.  
My digital dinosaur metaphor questions how as an educator I add value to student learning 
when teaching via GVT experience. Do I focus on intercultural and virtual? DO I truly need to 
address virtual competences with digitally immersed students? At this point in my journey, I 
am now comfortable with how to assess and provide individualised feedback using these 
measures. A key facet of my role is to support the growth of confidence, self-efficacy and 
resilience. This might be for some very specific in nature, bound to virtual self-efficacy beliefs. 
If I can nurture these as well as intercultural and self-curiosity as well as flexibility and agility 
then I can contribute to the development of graduates. It also reiterates for me personally the 
need to be able to measure and describe this learning for individuals and within programmes of 
study. Furthermore, I am confident I can account for this development both quantitatively and 
qualitatively and present this with coherent argumentation to garner institutional support and 
ultimately resources. That the ideal moving forward is mechanisms to consider development 
not just within a single paper but also cumulatively across programmes.  
This research journey is about how to balance and deliver both support and learning. 
Bennett (2014, p. 177) suggests that:  
In any learning context, if participants are overly supported, no learning takes 
place. If the participants are overly challenged, that individual flees the learning 
context and of course, no learning takes place (p. 177).  
Scholars suggest reducing anxiety within intercultural learning is important (J. Bennett, 2014) 
and that this is also the case for technology mediated exchanges (Bunz, Curry, & Voon, 2007; 
Ledbetter, 2009; Spitzberg, 2006). Here, my reflective point is that measures might now 
consider changes to anxiety, perceived self-efficacy and satisfaction, with the corollary that any 
change is potentially indicative of learning. A negative numerical shift suggests developmental 
change, but students likely need assistance to make sense of this. Ultimately, my role is to seed 
confidence and encourage self-recognition of growth or development via reflection and Likert 
scales might inform an aspect of reflection. Self-efficacy too might have many layers: virtual, 
interpersonal and intrapersonal, as well as intercultural. In terms of developing individuals 
formatively, I am required to be mindful of all forms. When assessing individuals summatively, 
I am looking for different markers of knowledge and evaluating reflective complexity for 
actions taken encompassinh those available but not possibly taken. In considering anxiety, for 
some, the nub of it all is making contact with new others and developing trust and a working 
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relationship; for others, it is being able navigate the technology terrain; or possibly about project 
management and leadership, reconciling business knowledge and making decisions.  
As to which comes first, technology or intercultural understandings, the answer is now 
irrelevant. For some, it could be technology; for others, it is intercultural. It might also be that 
these competences develop in lockstep. However, it is essential to remember that a 
transformational learning experience might also be, but is not always, intercultural. For me now 
the question is more, how do I support each so that all bases are covered? It is very clear to me 
that the embedding of international content and the teaching of intercultural communication 
competence principles with reference to self and others is pivotal. So too is the evaluation of 
information communication technology savviness along with discipline-specific knowledge 
pertaining to business enterprises, leadership and international business, which is a huge range 
of content and all of it needs to be included. I see the value of GVT collaboration is that learning 
is embedded within context. However, it can be ‘messy’. Learning is supported differently and 
it should not be assumed that students have the technology skills required for such intercultural 
engagement to take place. They are not necessarily tech savvy, or tech confident, when 
engaging in work problems or making decisions as a leader. For me, this study is a reminder 
that collectively students in a classroom comprise a wide range of baseline knowledge, skills, 
attitudes and other attributes, and endorses integrating research surveys, interviews, and 
reflective journals together, which works when you bear in mind a student-centred approach. 
Essential intercultural learning is about self with reference to others, which encompasses 
cultural knowledge, how to engage virtually in a team and achieve a task. The reinforcement of 
self-efficacy, openness and resilience for both intercultural and technological challenges is 
essential. And. so, future research mapping crucial and scaffolding experiences to extend 
individuals’ knowledge of their learning and their measurement to underpin these teaching 
programmes and curriculum design decisions is seen as being of value.  
I am less of a digital dinosaur than I think I am and I add value in the class by bringing to 
the fore discussion of cultural diversity embedded within business decisions from market 
strategy and value of product to make a life-changing result for someone. Teaching intercultural 
concepts and discussions of stereotypes, mindfulness, suspension of judgement is vital. I 
continue also to see merit in both intercultural and virtual competences as an aspect of graduate 
readiness and institutional efficacy. I see value in measures that are quantitative for guided self-
reflection, keeping both student and teacher present in the current learning experience and so 
being able to facilitate support and extend both jointly self and intercultural understandings. I 
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see utility in the use of self-report scales (Arasaratnam & Doerfel, 2005), more so as a tool for 
the coaching of individuals to assist with their self-reflections on development. My role is not 
always to provide a solution but to assist with the student navigating and negotiating a solution. 
Pinto (2018) writes of the need for higher education  academics to develop themselves to be 
able to support the development of student IC. Pinto’s (2018) interview findings also suggest 
that “students don’t just develop because they are exposed to intercultural experiences” (p. 142), 
but that development involves more than just contextual opportunity. Pinto (2018) argues that 
it is incumbent upon HE institutions to develop this capacity in academic staff also, but often 
insufficient conceptualisation of teaching and teaching perspective of intercultural learning 
have remained the institutional norm (Paige & Goode, 2009; Pinto, 2018). Here, two adjacent 
but somewhat intertwined thoughts collide. The first is that of managers as reflective 
practitioners (Cunliffe, 2002, 2004, 2016; Cunliffe & Easterby-Smith, 2004). The second is 
how the crucial need to be institutionally relevant requires the development of graduates to be 
aligned with the needs of managers and the global marketplace. How business schools develop 
talent for managerial roles remains salient and is time-indexed and subject to change. Research 
bridging the student GVT and real world situation needs to be current and there is benefit in 
knowing the contexts relative to each other. Moreover, student development is enmeshed within 
assessment practices, intercultural and business content and experiences where these collective 
experiences and reflections offer genuine opportunity for student development and a way to 
assess and capture multifaceted development of individuals. However, the capacity to measure 
development remains pivotal. Here, the cumulative experience of this thesis is that further 
research is needed to develop and test the validity of measures specific to GVT contexts and 
that a mixed method approach seems robust for such an undertaking.  
Assessment methods used by educators have included “end-of-course customized 
surveys, observation of students in group discussion, analysis of video diaries, commercially 
prepared intercultural learning instruments given pre- and post-course, examination of writing 
assignments, reflective essays, or journals, and interviews with students individually or in focus 
groups” (Krebs, 2020, p. 46). Krebs (2020) notes that a studies are often short on details and 
tend to be reliant upon student self-reports and their own sense of intercultural growth. Here 
Krebs (2020, p. 46) cites Daly et al.’s (2015) finding using end-of-term Likert-scale surveys, 
“that students in the intervention group self-reported statistically significant greater awareness 
and understanding of cultural diversity than students in a control group with no GII learning 
intervention by a small to medium size effect” (p. 46). Krebs (2020) suggests some use multiple 
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assessment tools, while others deploy commercially prepared measurement instruments pre- 
and post-course, observing overall improvements but not necessarily in all the sub scores. 
Measurement remains essential if institutions are to prove their commitment, state a business 
case for funding such learning opportunities and support the development of teachers for this 
classroom context, and yet it remains somewhat elusive.  
It has been posited that GVTs are one way to promote graduate readiness for future IB or 
GII workplace roles and the internationalised programmes at home, and intensify the GII 
content and experiences (Erez et al., 2013; Killick, 2020; A. Lee, 2017; Mudiamu, 2020; Smith-
Isabell & Rubaii, 2020). Once strategies for embedding internationalising of the curriculum, 
identifying learning and assessment, have been adopted (Killick, 2020), auditing the quality of 
the curriculum, and its delivery and student learning becomes the focal for measurement. 
Assessing student development and performance is challenging and it has been suggested that 
such assessment now embraces mixed methods (e.g. Deardorff, 2009; 2016; Fantini, 2009). It 
sounds straightforward; however, assessing cultural competencies continues to challenge, and 
for study programmes definition, measurement and assessment of intercultural competencies 
remains somewhat elusive (Rubaii & Calarusse, 2014; Smith-Isabell & Rubaii, 2020). Killick 
(2020) questions if direct measurement via quantitative research instruments is possible 
(although popular in the USA), suggesting instead qualitative approaches including 
“comparative longitudinal studies longitudinal studies which explore how graduates enact their 
future professional, social, and civic lives across the life-course” (p. 34).  
The post-COVID-19 global pandemic and technologies 
Finally, measurement continues to need research attentions because the technology context has 
performed a pivot. At a global level, abrupt changes to life have transpired because of the 
COVID-19 pandemic in 2020 and beyond. These include intensification of reliance and use of 
information communication technologies or virtual technologies for students, managers, 
workers, universities, schools and businesses. More than ever before, virtual technologies are 
being used in HE classrooms and organisations. In turn, it is unknown how generational 
differences might present in the GVT collaborative classroom. Tech-savviness and motivation 
to use technologies is likely. However, some have already identified that “generation 
lockdown” (Daruwala, 2020, p. 15) might not resoundingly embrace technology; rather, the 
converse might present as technophobia relating to “computer dependency, data surveillance, 
information overload, poor user experience and personality type” (p. 15). Avgousti (2018, p. 
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837) also argues that “the multimodality of newer forms of collective technologies affects 
student ICC skills” (p. 837) in different ways and for different reasons:  
podcasting helped students with pronunciation; Facebook and Twitter, appealed 
to students because they felt that they belong to a community; video exchanges 
enhanced familiarity and improved learners ICC, face to face communication, 
non-verbal and oral skills because of the affordance or media richness (Daft & 
Lengel, 1986) associated with video tools to observe facial expressions and body 
language. (Avgousti, 2018 pp. 838-39, citing Jauregi & Banados, 2008; Lee, 
2009; Lee & Markey, 2014; Li & Wang, 2014).  
Recently, Hsu and Beasley (2019) examined the use of Skype and email to develop ICC in the 
foreign language classroom, finding that IC development did result from such engagement and 
that the teaching approach has merit generally. These recent studies consider specific media 
(email and Skype) which may be ‘outdated’ in the rapidly altered COVID-19 impacted 
classroom. Once again, studies pertaining to technology are likely required of the type like the 
early 2000s to calibrate our technology assumptions. Precisely what technologies are students 
engaging with and do they have the technology experience to undergird engagement? 
Alternatively, have they recently migrated to this technology within the scope of the classroom 
activity? It is one thing to engage, and another to learn and navigate both the technology and 
team task simultaneously. That COVID-19 has impacted teaching semesters is anecdotally 
distinct with the adoption of Zoom, Microsoft Teams and other video technologies by many but 
not all teams engaging in the GEE. 
Broadly, too, within the management literature, the emergence of Zoom fatigue (Fosslien 
& Duffy, 2020; Wiederhold, 2020) and the capacity to lead and work efficaciously in virtual 
contexts has come to the fore. Much remains unknown regarding team and individual choice 
and use of technology, as well as why some individuals and teams appear so much more to fit 
and are open to learning. The advantage of a baseline to the educator coordinating the class is 
noteworthy, but much work needs to be done to be able to use strategies and with replicable 
confidence. Moreover, it suggests a framework for guiding teaching in parallel with class 
development that bridges the unique learning experience and gives oversight into what has been 
achieved concerning learning outcomes.   
Future research might now continue to explore comparatively the conceptual framing of 
models, measures and items, as well as measure performances. The scholarship identified in 
Paper 1 suggests work has only just begun to compare and synthesise models and measures, but 
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that much work remains to be undertaken. This might be addressed in future research extending 
comparative examination of quantitative measures with the inclusion of interviewing students 
post-survey to discuss changes reflected on in self, in behaviours as practices and language 
meaning. While the causality of GVT experiences developing both intercultural and virtual 
technology competence is supported, along with the view that the internationalisation of 
curriculum is positive and central to graduate readiness for future work contexts and roles, what 
remains less understood is how this transformation takes place. What does it look like as a 
development trajectory and how do educators dynamically influence and tailor learning? 
Nuanced understanding might, in turn, enhance learning transfer and increase the consciousness 
of competence, as well as the capability to identify and account for context. However, it is 
reliant upon capacity to measure and characterise change.  
A greater understanding of GVT contexts might, in turn, support micro training of 
interpersonal communication competences (e.g. paraphrasing, active listening, mindfulness, 
perception checking) and the intercultural extension of these skills, as well as virtuality and 
technology specific knowledge. Micro training is the training or development of specific skills 
or ways to respond to acting within psychology and psychotherapy (Gormally, Hill, Otis, & 
Rainey, 1975; Twentyman & Zimering, 1979). It has been applied in intercultural 
communication skills development (Mills & Pace, 1989), interviewing and counselling skills 
(Dickson & Mullan, 1990), assertiveness training (Gormally et al., 1975; Linehan & Egan, 
1979) and in multicultural counselling (Daniels, Daniels, & Ivey, 2007). Here, the focus is on 
extending a facet of a skill and way of thinking, practising it and building these facets into an 
array of capacities. A more complex interrogation of context to frame the teaching of best 
practices and differing understandings is required. I can see a fit with the paradigms of 
constructivism and pragmatism and that this would allow for the presentation of a model of 
virtual and intercultural communication competences focussing on development and context, 
and a way to structure the development of course content to further support bespoke GVT 
collaboration learning. However, the challenge is to understand the challenge as experienced. 
Finally, now at this point in this journey, I question if the theoretical frameworks of 
symbolic interactionism and sociometry might offer a way forward for future research to 
consider the development of individuals within context, individuals and teams as they evolve 
and develop as situated behaviours. An approach embracing sociometry embeds culture within 
individuals while placing focus on interactions, interpretations and constructions as such it 
might have more utility and balance both team and individual performance levels (Goffman, 
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1978; Moreno, 1960). It has recently gained additional scholarly attention as a theoretical frame, 
and in considering the virtual context (Bullingham & Vasconcelos, 2013; Miller, 1995; Whitty, 
2008), as well as groups within organisations (Manning, 2008). Sociometry has some parallels 
with social network analysis (SNA) and comprises a number of techniques to gather data (e.g. 
interviews, ratings, surveys over time, observation and self-report), but it might now offer a 
research approach to bridge dichotomies and complexity, along with a way to interrogate both 
quantitative and qualitative methods for gathering, analysing and presenting data (D. Jones, 
2006). Also, Moreno’s sociometry sees society as constrained interaction and as such “there is 
also no micro–macro distinction in his work” (Manning, 2008, p. 681). Furthermore, it also 
reconciles a perspective of experiences and learning, and proffers a way to use a range of 
qualitative and quantitative methods (Scheff, Phillips, & Kincaid, 2015), and places experiences 
as a central dynamic. It also bridges and brings to the fore a focal point of role. The very concept 
of role as a way to interrogate competence perceived by self and others is not new (Belbin, 
2004; Biddle, 1986, 2013; Goffman, 1978; Stryker, 2002, 2008); however, it is seemingly 
under-considered within GVT performance and with development of GVT competences via 
experience. Trompenaars and Woolliams (2009, p. 451) caution that Belbin’s model was not 
intended as a device for comparing country-specific team roles culture, which can produce 
problems in a cross-cultural content; they also suggest potential utility. Yet, in so doing, they 
show that concepts of role have already been canvassed somewhat as ideas to draw upon to 
understand human behaviour within dyads, groups and organisations, and have been identified 
within organisational leadership and intercultural competence. It would now be fruitful to 
compare the development of graduates in GVT in higher education classrooms with the 
development and performance of real GVT people using the same theoretical frameworks and 
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I have read the on-line, Informed Consent Information Sheet for 
this study. I know that  
My participationin the project is entirely voluntary and, 
furthermore opting not to participate will NOT affect my marks in 
any way. 
I am free to withdraw from the project at any time without any 
disadvantage.  
Personal identifying information is not being collected by the 
researcher; only anonymised data is being stored, 
I am asked to complete two anonymous online surveys, one at the 
beginning and one at the end of my course, and to give approval 
from my anonymised one page learning summary, completed as 
part of the GEE, to be shared with the researcher. 
Any raw data on which the results of the project depend will be 
retained in secure storage for at least five years. 
The results of the project may be published and will be available 
in the University of Otago Library (Dunedin, New Zealand), 
where every attempt will be made to preserve my anonymity. 
I have read and understood the informed consent information 
sheet and I agree to take part in this research project 
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CONSENT FORM FOR INDIVIDUALS PARTICIPATING IN THE 
GLOBAL ENTERPRISE EXPERIENCE (GEE) WITH TEAM 
MEMBERS TAKING MANT222 
I have read the Information Sheet concerning this project and understand 
what it is about. All my questions have been answered to my satisfaction. I 
understand that I am free to request further information at any stage. 
 
I know that:- 
 
1) My participation in the project is entirely voluntary, furthermore that 
opting not to participate will NOT affect my marks in anyway; 
2) I am free to withdraw from the project at any time without any 
disadvantage; 
3) Personal identifying information is not being collected by the researcher; 
every effort will be undertaken to only store anonymised data. Any raw 
data on which the results of the project depend will be retained in secure 
storage for at least five years; 
4) I am asked to complete two anonymous online surveys, one at the 
beginning and one at the end of my course and to give approval from my 
anonymised one page learning summary, completed as part of the GEE, 
to be shared with the researcher. 
5) The results of the project may be published and will be available in the 
University of Otago Library (Dunedin, New Zealand), where every 
attempt will be made to preserve my anonymity. 
 
I agree to take part in this project. 
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research you may contact the Committee through the Human Ethics 
Committee Administrator (ph +643 479 8256 or email 
gary.witte@otago.ac.nz). Any issues you raise will be treated in confidence 
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A MIXED METHOD EXAMINATION OF VIRTUAL 
'INTERCULTURAL COMPETENCE' IN THE CONTEXT OF 
GLOBAL VIRTUAL TEAMS (GVTs). 
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Tuesday, 02 February 2016 to discuss your research proposition. 
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out a proposal not fully decided upon; adequately informing a party about 
relevant information upon which the proposal is based; listening to what 
the others have to say with an open mind (in that there is room to be 
persuaded against the proposal); undertaking that task in a genuine and 
not cosmetic manner. 
Reaching a decision that may or may not alter the original proposal." 
 
The Committee considers the research to be of interest and importance. 
As this study involves human participants, the Committee strongly 
encourage that ethnicity data be collected as part of the research project as 
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APPENDIX E TABLES 17 TO 20 (PAPER 2) - ADDITIONAL INSIGHTS ‘SURVEY-
PLUS’ (N=74) 
 
Tables 17 to 20 now present these findings. This sub-grouping comprises studies tending to 
adopt an input-process-output frame (e.g. Magnusson, Schuster & Taras, 2014), to show a 
range across the research dimensions for team size, number of teams, number of individuals, 
journal field associated with the publication, and ntitle nomenclature as virtual only in title, as 
compared to global and virtual used within the title. Surprisingly, very few studies using a pre- 
and post-methodology presented as GVT studies (e.g. Jarvenpaa et al., 1998; Jarvenpaa & 
Leidner, 1998; Jarvenpaa, Shaw, & Staples, 2004; Magnusson et al., 2014; Massey, Montoya-
Weiss, & Hung, 2003; Montoya-Weiss et al., 2001). 
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Table 17 Subset publication groupings for journal field 
N=75 ‘Survey Plus’  
Journal field  Mixed methods Quantitive (pre, post, multiple) 
Cross-field journals e.g. 
Communication  
N. Collins et al. (2017); Hertel et al. (2004); 
Schmitz and Fulk (1991); Towers, 
Duxbury, Higgins, and Thomas (2006) 
Zaidman and Malach-Pines (2014) 
Beranek & Matz (2005); Cheshin Rafaeli & Bos (2011); Cogliser 
Gardner Trank Gavin Halbesleben & Seers (2013); Cramton & 
Weber, (2005); Hill Bartol Tesluk & Langa, (2009); Huang, Kahai, 
and Jestice (2010); Jiang, Jackson, Shaw & Chung, (2012); O'Neill, 
Hambley, Greidanus, MacDonnell & Kline, (2009); Rhoades and 
O'Connor (1995);2007); Takahashi et al. (2008); Valacich, Dennis, 
and Nunamaker (1992)  
INFO* Cheng, Fu & Druckenmiller, (2016); 
Dennis and Garfield (2003); Zolin et al. 
(2004); O’Leary, Wilson & Metiu, (2014-
5); Zolin, Hinds, Fruchter & Levitt, (2004) 
Alnuaimi, Robert, and Maruping (2010); Altschuller & Benbunan-
Fich, (2013); Chen, Fu, Han, & Zarifis, (2017); Chidambaram, 
Bostrom, and Wynne (1990); Galegher & Kraut,(1994); Gallupe & 
McKeen, (1990); Havakhor & Sabherwal, (2018); Hiltz, Fjermestad 
& Wang, (2011); Jarvenpaa, Knoll & Leidner, (1998); Jarvenpaa, 
Shaw & Staples, (2004);Kankanhalli et al. (2006); Kanawattanachai 
and Yoo (2007); Massey, Montoya & Hung, (2003); Minas, Potter, 
Dennis, Bartelt, and Bae (2014); Piccoli Powell & Ives (2004); 
Straub (1994); Zack (1993) 
MGMT & IB Henttonen & Blomqvist, (2005); Jehn and 
Bezrukova (2010); Lee-Kelley (2006); 
Shinnishi & Higa, 2018 
Algesheimer, Dholokai & Gurau, (2011); Bradley, Baur, Banford & 
Postlewaite, (2013); Burke, Aytes, Chidambaram & Johnson, 
(1999); Cogliser, Gardner, Gavin, & Broberg, (2012); Erez, et al., 
(2013); Fulk, (1993); Jarvenpaa & Leidner, 1999; Kanawattananchai 
& Yoo, 2002; Kirchmeyer & Cohen, (1992); Magnusson, Schuster 
& Taras, (2014); Martins & Shalley, (2011); Montoya-Weiss, 
Massey & Song, (2001); Shinnishi & Higa, (2018); Warkentin, 
(1997); Ziegler, Diehl, and Zijlstra (2000)  
Teaching Pauleen, Marshall & Egort, (2004)   
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Table 18 Subset grouping publication for sample size as individuals and number of teams 
Sample size - 
individuals 
Examples 
26-49 individuals Chen, Fu, Han & Zarifis, (2017); Hertel, Deter & Konradt, (2003); 
Rice, (2007); Shinnishi & Higa, (2018); Walther & Bunz, (2005)  
50-99 individuals Beranek & Matz, (2005); Burke, Aytes, Chidambaram & Johnson 
(1999); Cogliser Gardner Gavin & Broberg, (2012); Gallupe & 
McKeen (1990); Jarvenpaa Shaw & Staples (2004); Martins & Shalley, 
(2011); Sallnas, (2005); Warkentin, (1997) 
100-149 individual Chen, Fu, Han, & Zarifis (2017); Hertel, Deter & Konradt, (2003); 
Rice, (2007); Shinnishi & Higa, (2018);  
150-199 individuals Galegher & Kraut (1994); Jarvenpaa, Knoll & Leidner, (1998); 
Kirchmeyer & Cohen, (1992); Massey Montoya & Hung, (2003); 
Montoya-Weiss, Massey & Song, (2001); O'Neill, Hambley, 
Greidanus, MacDonnell, and Kline (2009)  
200-249 individuals Cogliser, Gardner, Gavin, & Broberg, (2012); Cogliser, Gardner, 
Trank, Gavin, Halbesleben, & Seers, (2013); Crampton & Webber, 
(2005); Hill, Bartol, Tesluk & Langa, (2009); Piccoli, Powell & Ives, 
(2004)  
300 – 399 
individuals 
Jiang, Jackson, Shaw, & Chung (2012); Cheshin, Rafaeli & Bos, 
(2011); Harakor & Sabherwal, (2018)  
400-499 individuals Huang et al., (2010)  
500 plus individuals Algesheimer, Dholokai & Gurau, (2011); Bradley, Baur, Banford & 
Postlewaite, (2013); Magnusson, Shuster, & Taras, (2014); Rapp, 
Ahearne, Mathiue & Rapp, (2010); Takahashi et al., (2008)  
Number of teams 
3-19 teams Beranek & Matz, (2005); Chen, Fu, Han, & Zarifis, (2017); Cheshin, 
Kim, Nathan, Ning, & Olson, (2013); Kankanhalli, Kawanawattanchai 
& Yoo, (2007), Rice, (2007) 
20-39 teams Alnuaimi, Robert & Maruping, (2010); Burke Aytes Chidarbaram & 
Johnson (1999); Chidambaram, Bostrom, & Wynne, (1990); Crampton 
and Weber (2005); Gallupe and McKeen (1990); Kanawattananchai & 
Yoo, (2002); Massey Montoya & Hung, (2003); Montoya-Weiss, 
Massey & Song (2001) 
40-59 teams Cogliser, Gardner, Trank, Gavin, Halbesleben & Seers, (2013); Jiang, 
Jackson, Shaw & Chung, (2012); Kawanawattanchai & Yoo, (2007); 
Kirchmeyer & Cohen (1992); Martins & Shalley (2011)  
60-79 individuals Fulk (19930; Galegher and Kraut (1994); Havakhor & Sabherwal, 
(2018); Jarvenpaa & Leidner, (1999) 
80-99 individuals  Altschuller & Benbunan-Fich, 2013; Burke, Aytes, Chidarbaram & 
Johnson, (1999); Hill Bartol Tesluk & Langa, (2009); Piccoli, Powell 
&Ives, (2004)  
100-199 individuals Bradley, Baur, Banford & Postlewaite, (2013); Cheshin, Rafaeli & Bos, 
(2011)  
200 – plus 
individuals 




Table 19 Subsample publications by predominate team size nature 
Team size Examples 
2-3 member Altschuller and Benbunan-Fich (2013); Beranek and Martz (2005); (Hill, 
Bartol, Tesluk, & Langa, 2009); Martins and Shalley (2011); Sallnäs 
(2005); Shinnishi and Higa (2018); Takahashi et al. (2008)  
3-6 member Algesheimer, Dholakia, and Gurău (2011); Bradley, Baur, Banford, and 
Postlethwaite (2013); Burke et al. (1999); Cheng et al. (2017); Cheshin, 
Rafaeli, and Bos (2011); Cogliser et al. (2012); Havakhor and Sabherwal 
(2018); Kirchmeyer and Cohen (1992); Massey et al. (2003); Montoya-
Weiss et al. (2001); Piccoli et al. (2004); Rapp, Ahearne, Mathieu, and 
Rapp (2010) 
6-10 members Magnusson et al. (2014); Cheshin, Kim, Nathan, Ning, and Olson (2013)  
 




‘Hours’ Alnuaimi et al. (2010); Altschuller and Benbunan-Fich (2013); 
Cheshin et al. (2013); Cheshin et al. (2011); H. J. Han, Hiltz, 
Fjermestad, and Wang (2011); Hertel, Deter, and Konradt (2003); 
(Hill et al., 2009); Jarvenpaa et al. (2004); Kirchmeyer and Cohen 
(1992); Martins and Shalley (2011); Massey et al. (2003); Shinnishi 
and Higa (2018) 
‘Weeks/Months’ Algesheimer et al. (2011); Beranek and Martz (2005); Chidambaram 
et al. (1990); Jarvenpaa et al. (1998); Jarvenpaa and Leidner (1998); 
Jiang et al. (2012); Kanawattanachai and Yoo (2007); Montoya-Weiss 





Appendix E Survey scales 
PRE- and POST-EXPERIENCE SURVEY FOR NEW ZEALAND BASED 
PARTICIPANTS 
Survey Components 
There are 5 sections to this survey.  It will take about 30-45 minutes to complete: 
 Section 1: Information about the survey [Informed consent] 
 Section 2: Intercultural communication  
 Section 3: Virtual competences  
 Section 4: Internet computer capacity and online approach  
 Section 5: About you.  
Section  Source - Adapted from/Origin 
Section 1: Informed consent Based on Part 1& 2 AIC Fantini & Tirmizi (2006) 
Section 2: Intercultural 
communication 
Questions 1 Fantini & Tirmizi (2006), Questions 2-
11 The ICCI Arasaratnam (2009); Questions 12-
31 The Cultural Intelligence Scale: Self-Report, 
Ang & Van Dyne (2008) 
Section 3: Virtual communication 
competence 
Questions 32-99 Spitzberg (2006)  
Section 4: Internet computing 
capacity and online approach (ISS 
& MOCA) 
Questions 99-129  van Deursen, Helsper & Eynon 
(2015); Ledbetter (2009)  
Section5 About You – Demographic 
variables 
Questions 130-141 Based on Fantini & Tirmizi 
(2006) 
Standardization of the scale 1-7 and language; Scales use a range 1-7 is some and maximizes 
the reporting of differentiation.  
 
SECTION 1: ABOUT THE STUDY [Informed consent] 
SECTION 1: INFORMATION ABOUT THE SURVEY [INFORMED CONSENT] 
AN EXAMINATION OF VIRTUAL ‘INTERCULTURAL COMPETENCE’ IN THE 




CONSENT FORM FOR INDIVIDUALS PARTICIPATING IN THE GVT 
EXPERIENCES 
 
I have read the Information Sheet concerning this project and understand what it is about.  All 
my questions have been answered to my satisfaction.  I understand that I am free to request 
further information at any stage. 
I know that:- 
1. My participation in the project is entirely voluntary, furthermore that opting not to 
participate will NOT affect my marks in anyway; 
2. I am free to withdraw from the project at any time without any disadvantage; 
3. Personal identifying information is not being collected by the researcher; every effort 
will be undertaken to only store anonymised data.  Any raw data on which the results 
of the project depend will be retained in secure storage for at least five years; 
4. I am asked to complete two anonymous online surveys, one at the beginning and one at 
the end of my course and to give approval from my anonymised one page learning 
summary, completed as part of the GEE, to be shared with the researcher. 
5. The results of the project may be published and will be available in the University of 
Otago Library (Dunedin, New Zealand), where every attempt will be made to preserve 
my anonymity. 
 
I agree to take part in this project.  
 
.............................................................................   ............................... 
       (Signature of participant)     (Date) 
 
............................................................................. 
       (Printed Name) 
This study has been approved by the University of Otago Human Ethics Committee. If you have 
any concerns about the ethical conduct of the research you may contact the Committee through 
the Human Ethics Committee Administrator (ph +643 479 8256 or email 
gary.witte@otago.ac.nz). Any issues you raise will be treated in confidence and investigated 




AN EXAMINATION OF VIRTUAL ‘INTERCULTURAL COMPETENCE’ IN THE 
CONTEXT OF GLOBAL VIRTUAL TEAMS (GVTs). 
 
INFORMATION SHEET FOR NEW ZEALAND BASED PARTICIPANTS  
Thank you for showing an interest in this project.  Please read this information sheet carefully 
before deciding whether or not to participate.  If you decide to participate we thank you.  If you 
decide not to take part there will be no disadvantage to you and we thank you for considering 
our request.   
 
What is the Aim of the Project? 
The purpose of this research is to investigate global virtual team (GVT) performance through 
the examination of intercultural and virtual competences considering both the effect of these 
competences and how these competences might be developed.  This research is being 
undertaken as part of the requirements for Virginia Cathro’s doctoral thesis.   
 
What Type of Participants are being sought? 
The project invites MANT222 Interpersonal and intercultural business communication students 
participating in the Global Enterprise Experience (GEE) to complete two anonymous online 
questionnaires and to consent to their anonymised one page reflective summaries submitted as 
part of the GEE and MANT222 coursework to be analysed for themes and insights. 
 
Students will be invited by email using the blackboard class communication tool to participate 
by following a link to the survey, first at the beginning or the course and once again post GEE.  
Students will also be invited to confirm the inclusion or exclusion of their one page reflective 
summaries within the data.  The research data set of one page summaries will be forwarded to 
the researchers after the GEE prize giving and the completion of the MANT222 course.  This 
step will ensure that only anonymised one page summaries comprise the research data set. 
 
The following inclusion criteria apply: Participants need to be over the age of 18 years studying 
at the 200 or 300-level at University in one of the following papers 
(MANT222/MAN217/MANT250 or MANT251)or over the age of 18 years old and or a 2016 
participants in the Global Enterprise Experience (GEE) with a team member taking MANT222.  
 
Between 600 and 850 participants are being sought to be involved in the study.  Participation 
is entirely voluntary and no payment is offered. Not- this was later changed in round 2 (2017) 
to go into a draw for supermarket vouchers, with the appropriate ethics amendment. 
 
What will Participants be Asked to Do? 
Should you agree to take part in this project, you will be asked to  
 Complete two online anonymous surveys, (one at the beginning and one towards the 
end of the course) and consent to your anonymised one page reflective summary 
completed as part of the GEE assignment to be used as data within the study. 
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Please be aware that you may decide not to take part in the research project without any 
disadvantage to yourself of any kind.  You will be encouraged to complete the survey questions 
as the questions align with the learning outcomes targeted with the experiential activity, 
however there is no course requirement to do this.  If you do NOT wish to complete the survey 
or consent for your one page reflection to be included in the data set there is no disadvantage 
to yourself of any kind.   
 
What Data or Information will be Collected and What Use will be Made of it? 
The survey data collected is anonymous.  You are asked to rate your answers using a scale of 1 
to 7 and to answer a series of open ended questions regarding your experience of intercultural 
and virtual communication in a global virtual team. You are also asked to self-report (by ticking 
boxes as they fit demographic details like your age, gender, ethnicity, education level and 
experience in intercultural and virtual teams.  
One page reflective summaries will be anonymised and upon consent will be forwarded to the 
researcher by the GEE director post prize-giving ceremony.  Thematic analysis of this reflective 
content will take place after the MANT222 course has completed.   
The data will be used to examine GVT team process and leadership, the characteristics and 
development of virtual intercultural communication competence.  
The results of the project may be published and will be available in the University of Otago 
Library (Dunedin, New Zealand) but every attempt will be made to preserve your anonymity. 
Only the student research and supervisor will have access to the data.  Data will be securely 
stored and these files will not store personal information.  Data obtained as a result of the 
research will be retained for at least 5 years in secure storage.  
 
Can Participants Change their Mind and Withdraw from the Project? 
You may withdraw from participation in the research project at any time and without any 
disadvantage to yourself of any kind. 
 
What if Participants have any Questions? 
If you have any questions about our project, either now or in the future, please feel free to 
contact either:- 
Virginia Cathro (Student researcher) and  Professor Elizabeth Rose (Supervisor) 
Department of Management    Department of Management 
University Telephone:- 03 4798052   University Telephone:- 03 479 8182 
Virginia.cathro@otago.ac.nz    Elizabeth.rose@otago.ac.nz 
This study has been approved by the University of Otago Human Ethics Committee. If you 
have any concerns about the ethical conduct of the research you may contact the Committee 
through the Human Ethics Committee Administrator (phone +643 479 8256 or email 
gary.witte@otago.ac.nz). Any issues you raise will be treated in confidence and investigated 




SECTION 2: INTERCULTURAL COMMUNICATION  
In this section we are interested in how you see yourself as a communicator both in your own 
culture and with people from other cultures. For this section of the survey, please answer the 
following questions using a scale of 1 to 7 where 1= the lowest or strongly disagree and 7 = the 
highest or strongly agree.  
1. Rate yourself on each characteristic listed below by checking the number that best 
represents how you perceive yourself in your own culture.  
a) intolerant  
b) flexible patient  
c) lacks sense of humour tolerates differences  
d) suspends judgment  
e) adaptable curious  
f) open-minded  
g) motivated  
h) self-reliant  
i) empathetic  
j) clear sense of self  
k) perceptive  
l) tolerates ambiguity  
m) other qualities you possess that are relevant to your performance in your own 
culture? (list and then rate with a number from 0 to 5)  
Using a scale of 1 to 7, where 1= strongly agree and 7= strongly disagree, rate the following 
statements: 
2. I often find it difficult to differentiate between similar cultures (e.g. Asians, 
Europeans, Africans, etc.). 
3. I feel that people from other cultures have many valuable things to teach me.  
4. Most of my friends are from my own culture 
5. I feel more comfortable with people from my own culture than with people from 
other cultures. 
6. I find it easier to categorize people based on their cultural identity than their 
personality. 
7. I often notice similarities in personality between people who belong to completely 
different cultures. 
8. I usually feel closer to people who are from my own culture because I can relate to 
them better. 
9. Most of my friends are from my own culture. 
10. I usually look for opportunities to interact with people from other cultures. 
11. I feel more comfortable with people who are open to people from other cultures than 
people who are not. 
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12. I am conscious of the cultural knowledge I use when interacting with people with 
different cultural backgrounds.  
13. I adjust my cultural knowledge as I interact with people from a culture that is 
unfamiliar to me.  
14. I am conscious of the cultural knowledge I apply to cross-cultural interactions.  
15. I check the accuracy of my cultural knowledge as I interact with people from 
different cultures.  
16. I know the legal and economic systems of other cultures.  
17. I know the rules (e.g., vocabulary, grammar) of other languages.  
18. I know the cultural values and religious beliefs of other cultures.  
19. I know the marriage systems of other cultures.  
20. I know the arts and crafts of other cultures.  
21. I know the rules for expressing non-verbal behaviors in other cultures.  
22. I enjoy interacting with people from different cultures.  
23. I am confident that I can socialize with locals in a culture that is unfamiliar to me  
24. I am sure I can deal with the stresses of adjusting to a culture that is new to me.  
25. I enjoy living in cultures that are unfamiliar to me.  
26. I am confident that I can get used to the shopping conditions in a different culture.  
27. I change my verbal behavior (e.g., accent, tone) when a cross-cultural interaction 
requires it.  
28. I use pause and silence differently to suit different cross-cultural situations.  
29. I vary the rate of my speaking when a cross-cultural situation requires it.  
30. I change my non-verbal behavior when a cross-cultural situation  
31. I alter my facial expressions when a cross-cultural interaction requires it.  
 
SECTION 3: VIRTUAL COMPETENCE  
In this section we are interested in how people use various virtual technologies for conversing 
with others. For the purpose of this survey, please consider virtual communication CMC to 
include all forms of e-mail and computer- based networks (e.g., instant messaging, world-wide-
web, chat rooms, personal data assistant, electronic bulletin boards, terminal-based video-
telephony, etc.) for sending and receiving written messages with other people.  
Using the following scale, respond to each statement regarding your use of virtual 
communication technology is true or untrue for you,: 1= completely and utterly not all true of 
me, 4= Neither true nor untrue of me, 7=Very strongly true of me 
32. I enjoy communicating using computer media.  
33. I am nervous about using the computer to communicate with others. [R]  
34. I am very motivated to use computers to communicate with others.  
35. I look forward to sitting down at my computer to write to others.  
APPENDICES 271
36. Communicating through a computer makes me anxious. [R]  
37. I am very knowledgeable about how to communicate through computers. 
38. I am never at a loss for something to say online.  
39. I am very familiar with how to communicate through email and virtual technologies.  
40. I always seem to know how to say things the way I mean online. 
41. When communicating with someone through a computer, I know how to adapt my 
messages to the medium.  
42. I don’t feel very competent in learning and using virtual communication 
technologies.  
43. I feel completely capable of using almost all currently available virtual 
communication technologies.  
44. I am confident I will learn how to use any new virtual communication technologies 
that are due to come out.  
45. I’m nervous when I have to learn how to use a new communication technology.  
46. I find changes in technology very frustrating.  
47. I quickly figure out how to use new virtual technologies.  
48. I know I can learn to use new virtual technologies when they come out.  
49. If a virtual technology user friendly, I’m likely not to use it.  
50. I know when and how to close down a topic of conversation in virtual dialogues.  
51. I manage the give and take of virtual interactions skilfully.  
52. I am skilled at timing when I send my responses to people who email me.  
53. I am skilled at prioritizing my email traffic.  
54. I ask questions of the other person in my virtual interactions.  
55. I show concern for and interest in the person I’m conversing with in virtual 
interactions.  
56. I can show compassion and empathy through the way I write emails. 
57. I take time to make sure my emails to others are uniquely adapted to the particular 
receiver I’m sending it to.  
58. I am very articulate and vivid in my virtual messages.  
59. I use a lot of the expressive symbols [e.g.,  for “smile] in my virtual messages.  
60. I try to use a lot of humour in my virtual messages.  
61. I am expressive in my virtual conversations.  
62. I display a lot of certainty in the way I write my virtual messages.  
63. I use an assertive style in my virtual writing.  
64. I have no trouble expressing my opinions forcefully virtually.  
65. I make sure my objectives are emphasized in my virtual messages.  
66. My virtual messages are written in a confident style.  
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67. I am skilful at revealing composure and self-confidence in my virtual interactions.  
68. I choose which medium (i.e., computer, phone, face-to-face, etc.) to communicate 
based on . . .  
a) how quickly I need to get a message out to people. 
b) how much benefit there would be to having the other(s) present face-
to- face.  
c) how lively the interaction needs to be.  
d) how much access the person I need to communicate with has to the 
medium.  
e) how much information is involved in the message I need to 
communicate.  
f) how much access I have to the channel or medium.  
g) how long I need people to hang on to or remember the message.  
h) how many different uses and forms are needed (e.g., hardcopy, image 
processing, voicemail, computer language, etc.)  
i) how personal or intimate the information in the message is.  
j) how quickly the receiver needs to react to the message.  
k) the extent to which I need to get some ‘‘back and forth,’’ ‘‘give and 
take,’’ and interchange of ideas.  
l) the extent to which I need some creative brainstorming.  
 
70. I avoid saying things through that might offend someone.  
71. I pay as much attention to the WAY I say things as WHAT I say.  
72. I never say things that offend the other person.  
73. I am careful to make my comments and behaviours appropriate to the situation.  
74. I generally get what I want out of interactions.  
75. I consistently achieve my goals in interactions.  
76. My interactions are effective in accomplishing what I set out to accomplish.  
77. I am effective in my conversations with others.  
78. I get my ideas across clearly in conversations with others.  
79. My comments are consistently accurate and clear.  
80. My messages are rarely misunderstood.  
81. I feel understood when I interact with others.  
82. I am generally satisfied with my communication encounters.  
83. I enjoy my interactions with others.  
84. I feel good about my conversations.  
85. I am generally pleased with my interactions.  
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86. If I can engage someone in conversation, I can usually get them to like me.  
87. I come across in conversation as someone people would like to get to know.  
88. I make friends easily.  
89. People generally enjoy my company when interacting with me.  
90. I get a tremendous amount accomplished through virtual technologies.  
91. My virtual interactions are more productive than my face-to-face interactions.  
92. I am more efficient using virtual communication than other forms of communication.  
93. Virtual technologies are tremendous time-savers for my work.  
94. I rely heavily upon virtual communication for getting me through each day.  
95. I use virtual communication almost constantly.  
96. I can rarely go a week without any virtual interactions.  
97. I am not a heavy user of virtual communication.  
98. If I can use a computer for communicating, I tend to. 
 
 SECTION 4: INTERNET COMPUTING CAPACITY AND ONLINE APPROACH  
 
For the following questions answer using the following scale: 
1=‘Not at all true of me’ 
4= ‘Neither true or not true of me’ 
7=‘Very true of me’ 
Or the ‘I do not understand what this means’ option. 
 
99. When using virtual communication technologies I can: 
a) Adjust privacy settings  
b) Upload files  
c) Connect to a WiFi network  
d) Open a new tab in my browser  
e) Use shortcut keys (e.g. CTRL-C for copy, CTRL-S for save)  
f) Bookmark a website  
g) Click to go to a different webpage  
h) Complete online forms  
i) Download/save a photo I found online 
j) Open downloaded files  
k) Find a website I visited before  
l) Website layouts make working with the Internet difficult for me  
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m) The way in which many websites are designed confusing  
n) I get tired when looking for information online  
o) I should take a course on finding information online  
p) Decide what the best keywords are to use for online searches  
q) Sometimes I find it hard to verify information I have retrieved  
r) Sometimes I end up on websites without knowing how I got there  
s) Change who I share content with (e.g. friends, friends of friends or public)  
t) I feel comfortable deciding who to follow online (e.g. on services like Twitter or 
Tumblr)  
u) When I should and shouldn’t share information online  
v) I am careful to make my comments and behaviours appropriate to the situation I find 
myself in online  
w) Remove friends from my contact lists  
x) Writing and commenting online  
y) Apps/software are safe to download  
z) Which information I should and shouldn’t share online  
aa) Writing a comment on a blog, website or forum  
bb) Putting video content I have created online  
cc) Different types of licences apply to online content  
dd) Design a website  
ee) Make basic changes to the content that others have produced  
ff) Create something new from existing online images, music or video  
gg) Install apps on a mobile device  
hh) Download apps to my mobile device  
ii) Keep track of the costs of mobile app use  
 
Please respond to the following statements using the following scale: 1=strongly disagree 
7=strongly agree. 
 
100. When online, I feel more comfortable disclosing personal information to a member of 
the opposite sex. 
101. I feel like I can sometimes be more personal during Internet conversations.  
102. It is easier to disclose personal information online.  
103. I feel like I can be more open when I am communicating online.  
104. I feel less shy when I am communicating online.  
105. I feel less nervous when sharing personal information online.  
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106. I feel less embarrassed sharing personal information with another person online.  
107. I feel awkward when communicating online.  
108. I feel apprehensive about communicating online.  
109. I cannot think clearly when I communicate online.  
110. The lack of nonverbal cues (such as eye contact, facial expressions, etc.) in e-mail makes 
me feel uncomfortable.  
111. I feel tense and nervous when communicating online.  
112. It bothers me that I cannot see people when communicating online.  
113. My words become confused and jumbled when I try to communicate online.  
114. I am afraid to voice my opinions when interacting with others on the computer.  
115. When communicating online, lack of feedback from the other person can lead to 
misunderstandings.  
116. Miscommunication occurs frequently online.  
117. When reading online messages, it is easy to take meanings that the sender did not intend.  
118. Sometimes people interpret online communication more negatively than the message 
sender intended.  
119. Misunderstanding online can easily lead to conflict.  
120. Losing Internet access would not change my social life at all. a  
121. If I lost Internet access, I think I would probably lose contact with many of my friends.  
122. Without the Internet, my social life would be drastically different.  
123. Online communication is not an important part of my social life.a  
124. If I couldn’t communicate online, I would feel ‘‘out of the loop’’ with my friends.  
125. I would communicate less with my friends if I couldn’t talk with them online.  
126. I like that some forms of online communication do not require both people to be online 
at the same time.  
127. When life gets busy, the Internet is a great way to communicate efficiently.  
128. One thing I like about online communication is that I can still send someone a message 
when they aren’t available to talk on the phone.  
129. I enjoy communicating online.  
 




SECTION 5: ABOUT YOU  
Please complete all questions below: 
130. Please give yourself a unique and anonymous nickname (Please use a unique and 
anonymous nickname that your will remember such that you can use this identifier again 
at the end of the GEE. Please do not use your username, student id or the 
like).___________________________  
131. My nationality is [tick boxes that apply] 
132. My native language is [tick boxes that apply] 
133. I also speak [tick boxes that apply] 
134. Gender Male or Female or Do not wish to answer [tick boxes that apply] 
135. What is your current age in years? [tick boxes] 
136. What degree are you studying for? [tick boxes] 
137. Education level (check highest level that applies) 
138. No formal education  
139. Elementary School  
140. Secondary School 
141. 2-year college College/University (4 years)  
142. Masters  
143. Doctorate 
144. Prior to your virtual intercultural experience in GEEBIZ, did you have any significant 
intercultural experience? Yes/No  
145. If yes, could you describe this experience, what, where and for how long? (please 
specify): _____________________  
146. Prior to your virtual intercultural experience in class, have you developed any 
significant intercultural relationships? Yes/No  
147. If yes, what type of intercultural relationships did you have? .  
148. Friends  
149. Work colleagues  
150. Spouse/Partner  
151. Other (specify) _________________________ 
 
Additional POST Questions 
Please complete all questions below: 
Your team number 
Your team report title 
Age [tick boxes] 
Team size [tick boxes] 
APPENDICES 277
Change in team membership [yes/no] if yes at what stage over the three week period 
Involvement [tick boxes] (team member, co-leader, 2IC, VTL) 
My nationality is [tick boxes or other list] 
My native language is [tick box] 
I also speak [tick box] 
Gender [tick box Male/Female/Do not wish to say] 
What is your current age in years? [tick box] 
What is your current education level (tick highest level that applies) 
a. No formal education  
b. High School/Secondary School 
c. Currently in a tertiary program 
d. Completed undergraduate study  
e. Currently in postgraduate study 
f. Complete postgraduate study (e.g. Masters/Doctoral program) 
Prior to your virtual intercultural experience, did you have any significant intercultural 
experience outside of your country? Yes/No  
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